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PREFACE 


The object of this study is to examine •the influence 
of personality upon generalship. It is not primarily 
a history of the American Civil War, nor is it a 
detailed account of the campaigns fought by Grant 
and Lee* In place it is an analysis of two personalities,* 
in which the outline of the war as set forth is no more 
than the background, and the campaigns and battles 
described are no more than* illustrations of the 
influence of these personalities upon events. 

I have adopted this course because in nearly all 
the histories I have read on this war the writers have 
concentrated almost entirely upon events, overlooking 
the fact that the supreme value of military history is 
to be sought in the personalities of the generals who 
shaped them. At base, seven-eighths of the history of 
war is psychological. Material conditions change, 
yet the heart of man changes but little, if at all, and 
as Marshal Saxe once said: “The human heart is 
the starting-point in all matters pertaining to war.” 
Strategy is important; administration is important; 
tactics are important; yet what is of greater impor- 
tance to the soldier is to discover what does and what 
does not constitute generalship, because the general 
is called upo|i to use these three branches of the 
militftry art as a workman uses his tools. ' 

Until a few years ago I accepted the conventional 
point of view that Grant was a butcher and Lee 
one of the greatest generals •this world has ever seen. 

* The names of ConfeSerate soldiers throughout this book 

printed in italics. 
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•I aceepte4-this because I had been taught that this 
was so. rThen^, aftef the close of the World War, it 
occurred to me that a study of the American Civil 
War might have taught us, not only hov/ better to 
c have waged the European Civil War, but even how 
to have altogether avoided it. From school history I 
turned to the sources of history — the records, the 
memoirs, the letters, and soon discovered that much 
I had been taught as fact was little short of fiction. 

Like most British officers, I had been fed upon 
Henderson’s Stonewall Jackson; but historical research 
soon revealed to me that this justly popular book 
was almost as romantic as Xenophon’s Cyropcedia. 
Interesting and instructive both these works are, but 
neither can be considered as wells of historic truth. 
Cyrus of the Cyropcedia, is Xenophon’s ideal of a 
soldier, and so is Jackson of Henderson’s only less 
famous book. What was my astonishment when I 
discovered that Jackson, though he possessed certain 
remarkable qualities, was possessed by so many 
equally remarkable idiosyncrasies as to leave one in 
doubt as to his sanity. Then I turned to Grant, and 
found him to be nothing like the Grant I had been 
led to picture; lastly to Lee, to discover that in several 
respects he was one of the most incapable Generals- 
in-Chief in history — so much for school education. 

I did not arrive at these conclusions hastily, but 
after Fiaving read over two hundred books and articles 
on the Civil War and consulted as many more. That 
certain of my conclusions are erroneous is more than 
Hkely, for an American correspondent once informed 
me that he had collected a library of over twenty- 
three thousand Volumes and items on the Civil War 
period; consequently, mf reading, though consider- 
able, has in no way been exhaustive. * 

I have kept this book as short as possible, and yet 
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I think I have included sufficient bacJiground to ' . 
enable a reader not well acquainted with the histgiy 
'=of this war. to look at the whole of it as if through a 
diminishing glass. In some cases it may be considered 
that I might have said more, and in others less. For • 
example: I have dismissed JacksorHs vital Valley 
campaign in a few words, and have devoted a page or 
two to Buell’s campaign in East Tennessee, which 
was only distantly related to Grant’s operations at 
the time. I have done so because the details oijacksoris . 
campaign are unnecessary in order to understand 
Lee’s plans, whilst Grant’s Chattanooga campaign is 
difficult to grasp unless its origins are outlined. 

In this book I have given chapter and verse for 
practically every statement of importance relating to 
Grant and Lee, and I have made use of so large a 
number of references in comparison to the length of 
the book, that style, such as I may possess, has un- 
doubtedly suffered. But as my object is not to write 
a romance, and as my opinions on Grant and Lee run 
counter to many of those held by former writers, I 
have considered it only just to marshal my evidence, 
and if the reader will trouble to glance thi'ough the 
references he will find that most of my witnesses were 
men and women personally acquainted with Grant 
and Lee. I have paid particular attention to the 
opinions of staff officers — men such as Porter, Badeau, 
Long, Taylor and Marshall, because these mei? are 
likely to have gained a better insight into the personali- 
ties of their cl^efs than others. I have also placed 
considerable reliance on the opinions of foreign 
witnesses of the war, for their outside observations 
enable one to check inside estimates. * 

Finally, this book, though •a short one, includes so 
many of the major operations of ti^ Civil War that 
to the general reader it should, I think, provide a 
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• fairly clearpsketch of what this war was like. To the 
military .student it may be looked upon as an intro- 
duction, based on facts, to a more extended s^tudy which 
is to be found in no single bookj for, ^ curious to 
r relate, though an individual can collect twenty-three 
thousand volumes and articles on this period,^ a full and 
unprejudiced military history of the American Civil 
War has still to be written. 

J. F. C. F. 

November 20, 1932- 
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GRANT & LEE 

A Study in Personality and Generalship 




CHAPTER I 


THE TWO CAUSES 

The Two Orders 

The Wars of the Roses in England and the Civil War 
in America were both intestinal conflicts arising out 
of similar ideas. In the first the clash was between 
feudalism and the new economic order; in the 
second, between an agricultural society and a new 
industrial one. Both led to similar ends; the first 
to the founding of the English nation, and the second 
to the founding of the American. Both were strangely 
interlinked; for it was men of the old military and 
not of the new economic mind — men, such as Sir 
Humphrey Gilbert and Sir Walter Raleigh — who 
founded the English colonies in America, and it was 
men of this type who settled in Virginia. 

The ending of the Hundred Years’ War with France, 
in 1453, by consolidating the attention of the English 
on home affairs at once led to the Wars of the Roses; 
so also did the ending of the Seven Yeajrs’ War with 
France, in 1763, by removing the fear of French 
hegemony in America, consolidate the colonists on 
their own affairs, and led directly to the War of the 
Rebellion. 'rtiough this rebellion liberated the 
colonists and enabled them to establish a nation in 
being, a greater revolution, namely, "the industrial, 
was at this moment emerging from its cradle, and 
no sooner had independence been gained than the 
new-born nation was split into two hostile factions, 
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• or orders qf society — the agricultural on the one side 
aiti the industrial cm the other. These halves were 
ultimately fused into one whole by the Cjvil War of 
1861-1865. . 

« This may clearly be seen to-day, as clearly as the 
poet Stephen Vincent Benet saw it when he wrote 
that this war was: 

‘‘^The pastoral rebellion of the earth 
Against machines, against the Age of Steam, 

» The Hamiltonian extremes against the FranMin mean^';^ 

but, from 1789 onwards, it was not seen clearly, and 
not at all by Jefferson Davis who, as late as 1881, 
explained how though the substitution of the Constitu- 
tion for the Articles of Confederation amended the 
form of government, “no new people was created. 

. . . The people, in whom alone sovereignty inheres 
remained just as they had been before.” Then he 
adds: “No doubt, the States — the people of the 
States — if they had been so disposed, might have 
merged themselves into one great consolidated State, 
retaining their geographical boundaries merely as 
matters of convenience. But such a merger must 
have been distinctly and formally stated, not left to 
deduction or implication.”® From the purely legal 
point of view this is correct; consequently, when in 
1861 the SoMthern States seceded they had the law 
on their side. But what Jefferson Davis did not see 
was that the industrial revolution was rapidly merging 
the individual States into “one gr^t consolidated 
State,” and that force of circumstances had in fact 
replaced law. “The monstrous conception of the 
creation of a new people, invested with the whole or 
a great part of the sovAeignty which had previously 
belonged to the people of each State, has noha syllable 
to sustain it in the Constitution,”® is true in theory, 
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yet in fact it is not true; for, between 1789^ and 1861, ■ 
a new people was unconsciously *creatSd by^ changes 
in environrnent. 

It was tl\e unconsciousness of this fact which led to 
the war. The economically-minded North felt that * 
prosperity depended upon the maintenance of the 
Union; the agriculturally-minded South* felt other- 
wise; not that Southerners did not realise the value 
of the Union, but that they scorned to place prosperity 
above individual freedom. It was the South which ^ 
had led in the rebellion for freedom, and to the 
aristocracy of the South freedom was beyond all price. 
Here on the one side is presented to us an economic 
ideal, on the other an ethical on^. To the Southern 
gentleman the Yankees were a despised “race,” 
inferior in courage and honour. General Magruder 
“spoke of the Puritans with intense disgust, and of 
the first importation of them as Hhat psstijerous crew cj 
the Mayflower' and when the war was declared, 
Mrs. Clay, a woman of high intelligence and wife of 
Senator Clay, of Alabama, laid the blame upon the 
shoulders of the Northern capitalists.® 

For years the South had dominated the North, and 
though the Constitution of 1789 had made of the 
United States a nation, it was nationality of a limited 
order; for a fundamental principle of this Constitution 
was the right of each State to secede if it sq willed, and 
form a separate government. * 

The first serious difficulty arose in 1794, when the 
Federal Government laid an excise on distilled spirit; 
this g^e rise to the Whisky Insurrection in Penn- 
sylvania, which Washington suppressed not only by 
using the militia of this State, but the nlilitias of New 
Jersey, Virginia and Maryland. As Bryce says: “This 
was the first assertion by arms of the siipreme authority 
of the Union, and produced an enormous effect upon 
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• opinion.” V The next arose out of the 1812 war with 
Great Britain; thisf in 1820, led to the “Missouri 
Compromise,” which was in reality a truce between 
antagonistic revenue systems. The trouble- throughout 
r was at bottom economic. The South was paying the 
largest share of the national expenses; in the third 
decade of "the nineteenth century, out of a total 
revenue of $23,000,000, the Southern States furnished 
$16,500,000; and, depending upon agriculture, their 
, policy of free trade clashed with the rising industrial 
interests of the North, which demanded protection. 
The tariff laws passed between the years 1824-1828 
threw the main burden of taxation upon the Southern 
people, “who were eonsumers and not manufacturers, 
not only by the enhanced price of imports, but in- 
directly by the consequent depreciation in the value 
of exports, which were chiefly the products of Southern 
States.”’ For instance, as one Southerner writes: 
“Only the other day I got a consignment of hardware 
from England, it had come through a Northern 
agency, and the charges over and above the freight 
and duties amounted to about 30 per cent on the 
invoice.”® 

The friction which arose from these contending 
economic interests led to a definite split in 1832, 
when South Carolina entered a protest against the 
tariffs in the form of an Ordinance of Nullification. 
Th^, this same year, into the controversy was thrust 
the question of slavery which, like a fog, distorted and 
^ magnified the economic differences. ^ 

The first negroes were brought to America^by the 
Dutch in 1619, and the first opposition to slavery 
originated arnong the Quakers. In 1772 Chief Justice 
Mansfield’s historic judgment rendered slavery illegal 
in England. In«i790 two petitions to abolish slavery 
were presented to the first Congress convened under 
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the Constitution, and might, within a.deeade or so, 
have secured their object, had" not Eli Whitney’s 
saw-gin, invented in 1793, given an enormous impetus 
to the production of cotton, and, as always, though 
in the end morality triumphs, economic necessity for 
the time being won through. In 1829 ^slavery was 
abolished in Mexico, and five years later in the British 
West Indies. In fact the morality of the day was 
against its continuance; for, on account of the 
increasing power of machinery, it was found not to • 
pay. This morality, reduced to an emotional vapour 
under the white heat of political argument, poisoned 
all reason. Thus it happened that economic issues 
became blurred by hysterical emotionalism, and as 
Edward Lee Childe says: “Like the Trojan horse, it 
[slavery] offered a very convenient vehicle by means 
of which to introduce discord and confusion into the 
heart of the edifice of the Constitution.”® 

Though, in 1787, Madison had recognised that 
slavery divided the country into two economic 
interests,^® it was in fact a dying institution. In 1776 it 
existed in all the thirteen States, and was first aban- 
doned by Massachusetts. By 1861, when the Civil 
War broke out, it had also been abolished in Con- 
necticut, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, New York, 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, and was about to be 
abolished in Delaware and Maryland. It would jiave 
died a natural death had it not been used as a moral 
fulcrum upon which to move the political lever. As 
the States are* equally represented in the Senate, • 
between 1832 and i860 the slave-holding interests 
were eager to extend the area of slavery, “in order that 
by creating new Slave States, they might maintain at 
least an equality in the Senate and thereby prevent 
any legislation hostile to slavery.” • 

The Abolitionist movement, which took form under 
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Garrison’s'lea/lership in 1831, soon gained strength. 
Before the Senate, in 1839, Hemy Clay said: “Civil 
war, a dissolution of the Union . . . are nothing 
[with the Abolitionists]. ... In ail thfeir leading 
prints and publications the alleged horrors of slavery 
are depicted in the most glowing and exaggerated 
colors, to excite the imaginations and stimulate the 
rage of the people in the free States against the people 
in the slave States.”^® In 1842-1843 a petition was 
presented to Congress by citizens of ISIassachusetts 
and Ohio, asking that steps should be taken toward 
“the peaceable dissolution of the Union.” Already, 
in 1840, the slave question assumed such importance 
as to bring about tlie formation of a political party, 
securing 7,059 votes for its President and Vice-Presi- 
dent. In 1844 these votes were increased to 62,300, 
and the Anti-Slavery Society rejected the Constitu- 
tion as “a covenant with death and an agreement 
with hell.” In 1848 the anti-slave party nominated 
for the Presidency Martin Van Buren, and for the 
Vice-Presidency Charles Francis Adams, these two 
receiving 300,000 votes. In 1856 this party became 
known as the Republican Party, and John C. Fremont 
was nominated and received 1,341,264 votes. So the 
contest swept onwards, until Thomas Carlyle in 
England cynically exclaim.ed: “Glod bless you and 
be a^slave. . God damn you and be a freeman.” 

Behind all this turmoil what do we find? That in 
order to preserve its economic order the South was 
' forced by the anti-slave attacks of tke North to fall 
back on the Constitution for legal support. ThS State 
was sovereign^ and the Union, as founded by the 
Constitution, was noticing more than an alliance 
between sovereigns. The original Confederacy was a 
loose-jointed lea^e, and the Union was only a better 
articulated one. There had been constant threats of 
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secession from 1786 onwards. ^ In 1804 the New 
England Federalists threatened to establish a*Northern 
Confederacy. The same happened in 1812, and again 
in 1814; and now the AboUtionists demanded it in 
the North; in fact, the idea of breaking away from * 
the less progressive South was endemic in the Northern 

half of the community. _ 

On December 20, i860. South Carolina passed an 
ordinance dissolving the Union, and early in the 
following year the Southern Confederacy was estab-. 
lished. “Technically, the seceding States had an 
arguable case; and if the point had been one to be 
decided on the construction of the Constitution as a 
court decides on the construction of a commercial 
contract, they were possibly entitled to judgment. 
Practically, the defenders of the Union stood on 
firmer ground, because circumstances had so changed 
since 1789 as to make the nation more completely one 
nation than it then was, and had so involved the 
fortunes of the majority which held to the Union 
with those of the minority seeking to depart that the 
majority might feel justified in forbidding their 
departure. Stripped of legal technicalities, the dispute 
resolved itself into the problem often proposed but 
capable of no general solution: When is a majority 
entitled to use force for the sake of retaining a minority 
in the same political body with itself? Tonhis question, 
when it appears in a concrete shape, as to the similai 
question w*hen an insurrection is justifiable, an 
answer can seldom be given beforehand. The result • 
decides. When treason prospers none dare call it 

treason. • 

“The Constitution, which had rendered many 
services to the American people, did them an inevit- 
able disservice when ft fixed their minds on the legal 
aspect of the question. Law was meant to be the 
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servant of politics, and must not be suffered to become 
the mastdr. A case bad arisen which its formulce were 
unfi t to deal with, a case which was fit tc be settled 
on large moral and historical grounds, it was not 
merely the superior physical force of the North that 
prevailed; it was the moral forces which rule the 
world, forces which had for long worked against 
slavery and were ordained to save North America 
from the curse of hostile nations established side by 
' side.”’-® 

Legal rights are founded on physical force, political 
rights on moral force; by insisting on the former and 
not the latter the South challenged the North to 
combat. 


The Two Peoples 

Behind these two orders, the agricultural and static 
and the industrial and mobile, lived two peoples — 
the men of the field-lands and the men of the cities. 
The one an aristocracy, for no true peasantry existed, 
and slavery demanded mastership; the other an 
emerging democracy, crude, determined and self- 
seeking, a mixture of many nations and, consequently, 
a latently anarchic people. In the South the military, 
religious and artistic spirits preponderated; in the 
Nor1;h, the commercial, matter-of-fact and practical. 
The South was eighteenth century^, the North 
nineteenth century; the one looking backwards to 
« Cavalier and King’s man, the other €orw'ards to the 
Roundheads and Cromwells of an all-conqtiering 
mechanical agip. 

In the South there -v^ere three classes of society — 
the slave-owners, the poor whites and the negroes; 
also, in the Nordr were there three classes — the men 
who had made money, were making money, and 
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those who had failed to do so.^ To, the autocrats 
patriotism was founded on blood, to the plutocrats on 
gold Power thus gazed upon power: the power ot 
the past defiantly glowering into the eyes of the ^ 

DOwer of the future. , i j 

Life interest and outlook, in both ^North and 
South’ were strangely different; occupation and 
climate separated them into two peoples, almost into 
two nations. In the North the blizzard and the sea- 
wind had beaten Puritanism into men’s bones, and to . 
survive the rigours of the climate and the barrenness 
of the soil, of necessity the liberty of the individual 
was merged into the self-preservation of the mass; 
further still, the mixed nature of the population 
demanded amalgamation. In the South it was other- 
wise. In Virginia the greater part of the population 
was of English and Scottish stock, field-men. Cavaliers 
“wearing wide-brimmed felt sombreros, riding-boots, 
and gloves with beaver-skin backs. Men of 
and tradition, men of the romances of Sir Walter 
Scott. Men of a proud age and a gallant, an age o^ 
luxury and refinement; when women were worshipped 
as women, and the point of honour lurked in the point 
of every sword. When “cracked ice rattled refreshingly 
in the goblet; sprigs of fragrant mint peered above its 
broad brim; a mass of white sugar, too^ sweetly 
indolent to melt, rested on the mint; afid, like ^rose- 
buds on a snow bank, luscious strawberries crowned 
the sugar.” Such was Virginia before the blast 
of war swept ®ver her hills and down her dales— 
a mirfi-julep stirred with a sword-blade. 

“The girls were always beautiful. The nfen 

Wore varnished boots, race4 horses and played cards 
And drank mint-juleps till the time came round 
For fighting duels with their second cousins 

Or tar-and-feathering some God-damn Yankee. . . . 
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The South . . . the honeysuckle . . . the hot sun . . . 

r The taste of ripe*^persimmons and sugar-cane. . . . 

The cloyed and waxy sweetness of magnolias. . . . 

White cotton, blowing like a fallen cloud, 

And foxhounds belling the Virginia hills. . *. 

Nothing in modern times has quite resembled the 
social life of the South; it was feudalism, but of a 
refined order, in which chivalry and above all the 
spirit of gallantry endowed the ruling aristocracy 
with an exalted pride in itself and its cause. Behind 
the Southern soldier stood the Southern woman — 
mother, wife, daughter, sister and sweetheart: 

“The gentleman killed and the gentleman died. 

But she was the South’s incarnate pride 
That mended the broken gentlemen 
And sent them out to the war again. 

That kept the house with the men away 
And baked the bricks where there was no clay, 

Made courage from terror and bread from bran 
And propped the South on a swansdown fan 
Through four long years of ruin and stress, 

The pride — and the deadly bitterness.”^® 

These words of the poet are no exaggeration, for 
General Lee writes, in a letter to Mrs. Lee, how, in 
November 1863, he met a soldier’s wife who was on 
a visit to her husband. “She was from Abbeville 
district, S.C. She had not seen her husband for more 
thai^ two y^ars and, as he had written to her for 
clothes, she herself thought she would bring them on. 
It was the first time she had travelled by railroad, 
but she had got along very well by herself She brought 
an entire suit of her own manufacture for her huSband. 
She spun the yarn and made the clothes herself She 
clad her three children jn the same way, and had on 
a beautiful pair of gloves she had made for herself ... 
Her greatest dififcuity was to procure shoes. She sat 
with me about ten minutes, and took her leave— 
• 26 
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another mark of sense — and made ijo request for 
herself or husband.”^’ ■ 

The heroism of the South must not blind us to the 
fact that bfihind it and within it lay much ignorance 
and selfishness — the backwash of autocracy. The * 
contempt for the North was profound, so profound 
as to obscure the fact that in modern wars industries 
are as necessary as courage, and that the strength of 
the North lay not in her prowess but in her manu- 
factures, her engineers and her mercantile marine. • 
In the South these essentials were almost entirely 
lacking; the art of organizing and of creating was 
unknown, the saddle horse was the common means 
of locomotion, for roads were little better than tracks. 

Of his journey through Texas Colonel Fremantle 
writes: “Two of my companions served through the 
late severe campaign in New Mexico, but they con- 
sidered forty-eight hours in a closely-packed stage 
a greater hardship than any of their military experi- 
ences.”^® It was a country and a people totally 
unprepared for war and, consequently, a country 
difficult to fight in, and a people difficult to subdue, 
for courage which scorns preparation is apt to defy 
defeat. 


The Two Presidents 

To turn from the two peoples to their political 
leaders, Abraham Lincoln and Jefferson Davis, it 
would be diffiaalt to discover two men so different 
in appearance and character. Lincoln was the son 
of the soil, Davis the artificial product of the study. 
One had breathed into his soul the freedom of Nature, 
and like primitive man, coufd best express his inner 
feelings through parables. The otlfer had breathed 
the air of the cloister, and his soul had grown stiff 
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as the parchment it had fed upon. “Lincoln,” as 
Edward »Lee Childe describes him, was “a true 
Cherokee white, with straight hair, high .cheekbone, 
unfathomable aspect, with a stony natsure in the 
*■ large hands, destined to manual labour, a nature 
withdrawing from intellectual w'ork as much as 
possible. A mind of mediocrity, honourable and 
upright through the absence of passions; vulgar, but 
by no means wicked, loving allegory in the manner 
r of common people; full of self-confidence, a believer 
in his own mission, a true representative of the most 
recent form of American democracy.”^® Davis, 
artificial, autocratic, and for ever standing upon the 
pedestal of his own conceit. A man of little humour, 
who could dictate but who would not argue or listen, 
who could read but who could not penetrate deeply. 
Logical, inflexible, inhuman, a man who scorned 
advice, for he could not tolerate either assistance or 
opposition. When Lee suggested that General Whiting 
should be sent south, Davis endorsed the recom- 
mendation: “Let General Lee order General Whiting 
to report here, and it may then be decided whether 
he will be sent south or not.”®° A man who, as Mrs. 
Davis relates of their first meeting, “has a way of 
taking for granted that everybody agrees with him”®^; 
who was for ever suspicious of ability, and whose 
“cabinet wsR made up in great part of feeble and 
incapable men.”®® “He [Toombs],” says Mrs. Chesnut, 
“rides too high a horse for so despotic a person as 
, Jefferson Davis.”®® Yet withal a m^n of invincible 
will and courage, as indomitable as the las^ pro- 
clamation he issued to his countrymen on April 5, 
1865 — ^to rely on God, and “meet the foe with fresh 
defiance and with unconquered and unconquerable 
hearts.”®* « ' 

In the hands of these two men was the destiny of 
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a divided people thrust. Davis, relying upon European 

intervention to scuttle the war, had no'fordgn pol^py 
outside establishing cotton as king. Early in the war 
the Hon. James Mason, Confederate Commissioner 
in Europe, had proclaimed that all cotton in Europe 
would he exhausted by February, 1862, and that 
intervention would be inevitable” ; yet before 
the end of 1861 Europe was learning to do without 
it Davis, however, could not believe that he was 
wrong; he staked the fortunes of his government and . 
his people on this commodity, and lost. On the other 
hand Lincoln pinned his faith on what he believed 
to be the common right of humanity In spite ot 
division he saw one people, and in spite of climate 
and occupation— one nation. To him the Umon was 
older than any State, for it was the Union that had 
created the States States. He saw that whatever 
happened, the nation could not permanently remain 
divided. His supreme difficulty was to maintain the 
unity of the North so that he might enforce unity 
upon the South; whilst Jefferson Davis’s ship of state 
was wrecked on the fundamental principle ot his 
policy that each individual State had the right to 
control its own destiny, a policy which was not only 
antagonistic to his nature, but which was incapable ot 
establishing united effort. 

From the military point of view both men were 
incapable in the extreme. Davis thought he under- 
stood war, Lincoln acted as if no one could under- 
stand it. Davis^ himself says: “At the commencement 
of the year 1862 it was the purpose of the United 
States Government to assail us in every manner and 
at every point and with every engine* of destruction 
which could be devised. TThe usual methods 01 
civilized warfare consist in the destruction o an 
enemy’s military power and the capture of his capital. 
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These, however, formed only a small portion of the 
purposes, of oitr enemy.” This shows his ignorance 
of the nature of modern warfare. Lincoln^ though he 
possessed military insight of a kind, such ^s when he 
^ suggested to Hooker “not to take any risk of being 
entangled upon the river, like an ox jumped half 
over a fence,” relied on a militar^^ Junta, consisting 
of himself, the irascible Stanton and the egregious 
Halleck. He leant upon councils of war and, in 
consequence, ruined the initiative of his generals. 
For instance, as the Comte de Paris informs us: 
“After ordering the preparations w'hich McClellan 
had so long solicited, Mr. Lincoln relapsed into 
hesitancy, and insisted that the general-in-chief 
should submit his project to the examination of a 
council of war. Tw^elve generals assembled on the 
8th of March, not to receive the instructions of their 
chief, but to constitute a tribunal for passing judgment 
on his plans.” Not until he discovered Grant did 
he cease to interfere, but Jefferson Davis was too 
self-centred to attain to such wisdom; from beginning 
to end he w'^as de facto the Southern Commander-in- 
Chief, and though his admiration for Lee was un- 
stinted and sincere, he treated him little better than 
a clerk. 

ft The Two Problems 

r 

The secession of South Carolina and the other 
States did not in itself precipitate the qvar, for it was 
not until Fort Sumter was bombarded on Appl 12, 
1861, that the emotionalism of the North swept 
through all afgument, and though both sides were 
totally unprepared for tthe impending struggle, this 
insult to the rational flag demanded immediate 
retribution. 
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What were the problems which now faced the 
contending parties? In themselves they* were. excee4- 
ingly simple: to re-establish the Union the North 
. must conqyer the South; and to maintain the 
Confederacy, and all that the Confederacy stood for, • 
the South must resist invasion. On the one side the 
problem was offensive, on the other defensive. To 
conquer the North was out of the question, conse- 
quently the Southern problem resolved itself into 
inducing Europe to intervene and stop the war, and , 
in tiring the North out and so compel the Union 
Government to abandon the contest. As it was 
uncertain what Europe would do, this second half 
of the problem was the more important; consequently, 
what was equally important was: how long could the 
Southern resources stand the strain? 

The Northern problem of conquest meant not only 
defeating the enemy’s armed forces and occupying 
his capital, but subduing the will of an entire people 
and occupying the whole of their country. This 
subjection could only be carried out by force of arms, 
for solely to rely upon blockade would not necessarily 
have led to this result. Blockade was important, but 
only as a strategic attack on the Confederate lines of 
supply with Europe. The main problem was tactical — 
the disarming of the enemy and the occupation of 
his country. The political object of the ^ar was so 
clear, namely, union or disunion, that no other cofirse 
could be adopted. 

Jefferson Davi^ as I have shown, totally misunder- 
stood nature of the war. He looked upon it as a 
war between two governments, when in fact it w’as a 
war between two peoples not quarrelliflg over some 
territorial or economic question, but a question so 
firmly established in t-he heart of gvery man and 
woman that it took upon itself a religious form. Both 
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sides were fighting for something dearer than life, 
cpnsequ^ntly*this civil war and most other civil wars 
find their nearest comparison in the wars of religion. 

Lincoln dimly saw it thus: On April i86i, he . 
proclaimed a blockade of the Southern ports, but 
called for the enrolment of only 75,000 volunteers. 
Grant, then a clerk in his brother’s leather store, 
considered it would be a ninety days’ affair. Lee 
believed that it would prove a long war; but the 
only man who appears to have seen it in its true 
perspective was the Federal Commander-in-Chief, 
Lieut.-General Winfield Scott, who considered that 
“300,000 men under an able general might carry 
the business through in two or three years.” This 
seems a moderate enough estimate, seeing that the 
problem, simple though it was to realize, entailed the 
occupation of the entire South. 

I will now turn to the theatre of the war, the area 
in which the two problems were to be resolved. 

As the defensive, by force of policy and circum- 
stances, was thrust upon the South, Jefferson Davis 
should have at once recognised that the strategic 
frontier of the Confederacy ran from the Potomac, 
by Washington, along the Alleghany Afountains to 
Chattanooga, thence along the Tennessee River to 
about Savannah, across to the Alississippi at Fulton, 
and from there to Little Rock on the Arkansas River. 
Had he done so, and had he realised that the States 
of Kentucky, Tennessee and Afissouri could only be 
looked upon as advanced positions^ or tactical out- 
works, to the main strategic line of defence, then his 
strategy would have taken on a concrete form. South 
of this strate^c frontier ran two main lateral railroads, 
the first from Richmond via Chattanooga to Alemphis, 
and the seconcL from Richmond via Branch ville and 
Atlanta to Vicksburg. Both were intersected by railroads 
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running from the seaports of Wilmingtofi, Charleston, 
Savannah, Pensacola, Mobile and New Orleans. Tfie 
maintenance of these railways and the security of these 
seaports were vital to the Confederacy: the first in 
order to carry out troop movements from east to west 
and west to east, and the second to maintain com- 
munication with Europe. In place, what do we see? 
“With every month of the war the railroads of the 
Southern States become worse and worse, until a 
long journey by rail — say from Montgomery to 
Richmond — was as hazardous as picket duty on the 
Potomac,” so says Heros von Borcke, who was chief- 
of-staff to General J. E. B. Stuart.^ And though it was 
of infinite importance to keep the Southern ports 
open, which could only be done by strengthening 
their land defences and adequately garrisoning them, 
in place “the Confederate Government wanted ships 
to cruise and to destroy the enemy’s mercantile 
marine.”®^ To attack Federal shipping was a direct 
violation of the defensive problem, because, though it 
might damage the supplies of the enemy, it could not 
enhance the supplies of the South. Strategically it 
was a wasteful diversion of force, particularly so as 
the Confederacy had few ships. 

The question of supplies, which from the start to 
the finish of the war was a question of d^ily anxiety, 
v^a.s never adequately tackled, and eventually, ntore 
so than Federal pressure, lack of supplies wrecked 
the Confederate armies. Not only, by May, 1862, 
were the ports * of Newbern, Beaufort, Savannah, 
Brunswick, Pensacola and New Orleans occupied by 
Federal troops, but no proper steps v!«ere taken to 
control, economize and amass supplies at strategic 
centres. Though tot^ly unprepared for the war, 
throughout 1861 the apathy of the South was astound- 
ing. ^ 2 As Heros von Borcke says: “Had the Confederate 
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authorities, following Napoleon’s example, established 
at the beginning of the war (when it might easily 
have been done) large depots of army^supplies at 
points not exposed, like Richmond, to raidx of cavalry, 
I am convinced that it would have had a material 
influence on the final issue of the great conflict. The 
difficulties that were experienced during the last two 
years of the war in supporting the army, and the 
terrible privations to which men and animals were 
subjected in consequence of early maladministration 
and neglect, can be known only to those who were 
eye-witnesses of the misfortune and participants in the 
sufifering.”®® It was^not that supplies were unobtain- 
able; they were plentiful. In May, 1862, Mrs. Clay 
says; “We had sugar in abundance, and pyramids of 
the richest butter, bowls of thick cream, and a mar- 
vellous plenitude of incomparable ‘clabber’;” and 
then again, in March the following year: “The 
contrast between the comfort in this pretty city 
[Macon] of lower Georgia, a city of beautiful homes 
and plentiful tables, and our poverty-stricken capital 
[Richmond] and meagre, stai'ving camps, was terrible 
to picture. I wrote impulsively (and alas! impotently) 
in reply to my husband’s letter: 

“ ‘Why does not the President or some proper 
authority qjrder on from here and other wealthy 
towtis, and immediately at that, the thousands of 
provisions that fill the land? Monopolists and misers 
hold enough meat and grain in their clutches to feed 
our army and Lincoln’s! Put dowi? the screws and 
make them release it. Talk of disbanding an mmy at 
a time like tMs? No! empty the cofFei's and granaries 
and meat houses of eveny civilian in the land first!’ 

Why did not Jefferson Davjg do so? “Right, weak- 
ness, invasion!” had detonated the South. “Was it not 
the God-implanted instinct which impels a man to 
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defend, his own hearth. . . . Within tme is Right, 

before me is Duty, behind me is Home.”®® This 
enthusiasm,* through which he could have accom- 
‘ plished almost anything whilst it burnt fiercely, left ^ 
him cold. Cotton was king, Europe would intervene; 
then behind these dim possibilities stood the spectre of 
State Rights. What right had the Confederate 
Government to lay hands on the supplies of individual 
States? Had not the Conscription Act of April, 1862, 
caused trouble enough; was not it in fact an infringe- 
ment of the Constitution? At first there had been fear 
of a slave rising:®* this had died down; then there 
had been the consoling thought that the credit of the 
North would be unable to support the war:®’ this 
also became more and more unlikely. Nevertheless, 
State Rights stood daily, hourly, at every minute of 
day and night at Davis’s elbow. Supplies could not 
be seized, taxes could not be enforced. Colonel 
Marshall says: “Everyone remarked how the people 
clamoured to be taxed to save the country when a 
timid Congress was hesitating to impose taxes. This 
indisposition to exert its power so often manifested 
by the Confederate Government, was a natural 
consequence of the theory upon which that Govern- 
ment was formed. Recognizing no power to coerce a 
State, holding that any State might nulHfy a law of 
Congress, and that the league rested entirely in- the 
consent of the parties composing it, the Confederate 
Government endeavoured to shape its policy so as to 
conciliate the S^tes and secure their acquiescence in 
its measures.”®® 

The importance of State Rights as tke controlling 
factor in Confederate strategy .cannot be exaggerated. 

It was not only the cause of the war, but also the 
prime cause of the Confederate downfall. Though 
Jefferson Davis was hoisted by this constitutional 
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petard, after the war he never wearied of pointing 
out that "according to the “Declaration of Indepen- 
dence each State retained its sovereignty and free- 
dom.” He acknowledges that “the Government thus 
constituted was found inadequate,” and that “the 
first idea .of . . . reorganizationlf arose from the 
necessity of regulating the commercial intercourse of 
the States with one another and with foreign countries, 
and also of making some provision for payment of 
the debt contracted during the war for indepen- 
dence.”®® Further, that the “prohibition” to exer- 
cise certain functions of sovereignty, such as making 
treaties, declaring war, coining money, etc., was not 
imposed upon the States “from without, or from 
above, by any external or superior power, but is 
self-imposed by their free consent”; consequently, 
these prohibitory clauses “are not at all a denial of 
the full sovereignty of the States, but are merely an 
agreement among them to exercise certain powers of 
sovereignty in concert, and not separately and 
apart.”'*® 

Though Jefferson Davis acknowledged that the 
General Government “had . . . the exclusive right 
and power of determining on peace and war,”** and 
that, as I have just shown, he realized that federalism 
had origina|,ed through economic necessity, he could 
not'^see that economic necessity was a far stronger 
factor in i86i than in 1789, or that State Rights were 
of little value unless each State could back its rights 
by military force. As the army wTas the common 
property of all the States, there did exist a union by 
force and coirspulsion as well as a union by agreement. 
And when his coadjui^or, Vice-President Stephens, 
said that there was not such a firing as a citizen of the 
United States, but the citizen of a State, quoting 
Rawle in support of this contention, and that “the 
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object in quitting the Union was not tojdestroy, but to 
save the principles of the Constitution,”^^ what he, 
as well as JpfFerson Davis, was doing was to foster and 
cherish the spirit of the first rebellion in place of 
eliminating it and so unifying the nation. 

This pedagogic point of view and this scholastic 
reasoning were utterly antagonistic to unity within 
the Confederacy; whilst unity was the principle, 
though by no means a firmly established one, of its 
antagonist. No military dictator could be appointed, • 
and “Instead of finishing the war, and then thinking 
how to establish a stable and definite government, 
the Confederate statesmen wished to do both at 
once.”*® Susceptibilities had t(5 be considered, and 
though Lee and Joseph E. Johnston were of opinion 
that the more remote frontiers should be abandoned, 
and the scattered forces of the Confederacy concen- 
trated, political reasons overruled their judgment. 
Further still, the general policy of defence, thrust upon 
the South by force of circumstances, magnified in the 
mind of each State the importance of local defence. 

As Colonel Henderson says: “Though all the States 
were willing to fight, each singly was unwilling to be 
left unprotected”**; consequently to abandon, for 
instance, Kentucky or Tennessee, or to refuse to 
support any frontier State in strength, would have 
led to acute political friction; yet this problem cpuld 
have been solved as I will show a little later on. 

From the first, the incurable jealousy of the States, 
especially of th«se not immediately affected by the 
war, established a dry rot within the Confederacy. 
Thus, each State not only furnished^ units to the 
Confederate Army, but raised local and irregular 
troops as well, and as service in the home areas was 
safer and more congenial than at* the front, the 
establishment of these units was one of the outstanding 

37 


causes of desertion. Also, as many of the irregular 
cdrps and guerilla forces were little better than bands 
of brigands leading a roisterer’s life without^ roisterer’s 
expenses, the Federal Government was compelled to 
devastate vast tracks of the Confederacy in order to 
rid its armies of this pest. 

These jealousies led to many serious absurdities. 
Thus Colonel Marshall tells us that when, largely 
through General Lee's efforts, conscription was en- 
*■ forced, in order to palliate the States, the Conscription 
Act “provided that the men of the existing commands 
retained in service should elect their field and com- 
pany officers. . . . Thus by the provisions of this law 
the armies in the iriimediate presence of the enemy, 
like that of General J. E. Johnston, on the Peninsula, 
were authorized to change all their officers by a 
popular election.” These elections “actually took 
place in the Yorktown trenches, and men had to 
come from the skirmish line to decide by their votes 
whether the officers who placed them there should 
continue to command them.”'*® 

From the political aspect of the problem I will now 
turn to the strategic. The first point to note is that 
the Alleghany Mountains cut the main theatre of 
war, which lay between the Mississippi and the 
Atlantic, into two sub-theatres — the Eastern and the 
Western, wKich may better be called the political and 
strategical theatres; for in the first the security of the 
two capital cities and their governments was the 
predominating factor, whilst the second was largely 
influenced by the great river lines of appl'oach, 
namely, the ]^ssissippi, Tennessee, Cumberland and 
Ohio. Throughout th^ first three years of the war 
politics so completely obscured strategy that both 
sides committed one blunder after another. Both 
Washington and Richmond were important railway 
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centres, but neither the one nor the other was vital 
to either cause. It is possible, as Henders®n points 
out,^® that a Confederate occupation of Washington 
might have led to the Southern independence being 
recognized by Europe; yet such an occupation could * 
have been a temporary one only. General Gordon's 
opinion on this question is worth recording. He gives 
us it in a conversation between two Confederate 
soldiers. 

• 

“ ‘I say, Mac, what do you suppose we are going to do with the 
city of Washington when we take it?’ 

“ ‘That question reminds me,’ replied Mac, ‘of old Simon’s 
answer to Tony Towns when he asked Simon if he were not 
afraid he would lose his dog that was sunning after every train 
that came by. The old darkey replied that he was not thinking 
about losing his dog, but was just wonderin’ what dat dorg was 
gwine to do wid dem kyars when he kotched ’em.’ 

Though from the west Washington was easy to 
strike at, to have established the Federal capital 
elsewhere was out of the question; for the initiative 
being with the North, to have done so would at once 
have been proclaimed a moral defeat. In the Con- 
federacy no such question arose; the first capital 
selected was at Montgomery in Alabama, and it was 
moved to Richmond early in i86i, mainly because 
of Virginian influence, which demanded that it should 
be situated in Virginia, which was considered to be 
the vital area in the theatre of war.^® 

This was the initial strategical mistake made by 
Davis, for though Richmond was a good railroad 
centroj and was difficult to attack from the north, it 
possessed the disadvantage of being close to the sea 
coast. Further, the real strength of the Confederacy 
lay in the Mississippi region, and as the Federals 
would most certainly direct their operations against 
their enemy’s political centre, the further it was away 
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from direct attack the better. In my own opinion the 
capital should^have been removed to Atlanta, the geo- 
graphical centre of the Confederacy, an important 
railroad junction not only connected to ^Charleston, 
* Savannah, Pensacola, Mobile and New Orleans, but 
also with Memphis and Vicksburg on the Mississippi. 
Had Atlanta been selected, then, whilst a covering 
force, based on Richmond, was maintained in Vir- 
ginia, its object being morally to threaten Washington, 
» the main forces, based on Chattanooga, could have 
carried out a defensive-offensive campaign in Ten- 
nessee. Such a campaign, if pushed with vigour, 
would not only have protected the great supply States 
of Mississippi, Alabama and Georgia, but would have 
kept open the vital crossings into Missouri, Arkansas 
and Louisiana, as well as have stretched out a helping 
hand to Kentucky. It may be said that had this 
distribution been decided upon, Virginia would have 
been occupied by the Federals, and thence they would 
have pushed south through the Carolinas. 

This is unlikely, even if Virginia had been over- 
run, not only because the Confederate operations in 
Tennessee would have drawn the bulk of the Federal 
forces westwards, but because the topographical con- 
ditions in the East would have proved as diflicult to 
overcome as they did to the English in 1775-1783. 
What did General Nathaniel Greene do in North 
Carolina in 1781? He avoided pitched battles^ and 
relied on rapidity of manoeuvre to strike at weakness 
and at his enemy’s line of communications. Had the 
Federals penetrated into North Carolina they^would 
have had to rely upon the Danville railroad; every 
mile of advance would have laid this line of supply 
open to more certain ^attack, consequently its pro- 
tection would eventually have crippled their field 
army. In actuality, to protect this central line of 
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supply, they would have been compelled to have 
advanced on an enormously extended froijt, thejr 
right on the Lynchburg-Knoxville railroad and their 
■ left on thq, Richmond- Weldon, consequently their 
progress would have been excessively slow. Had 
Jefferson Davis but remembered the words of Frederick 
the Great, “If I were mindful only of my own glory, 
I would choose always to make war in my own 
country, for there every man is a spy, and the enemy 
can make no movement of which I am not in- 
formed,”^® he would have realized not only the 
value of a centrally placed capital, but tlie dangers 
a Federal advance from Washington into North 
Carolina would be subjected to. But State Rights 
once again interposed, and it is most unlikely that 
Lee, heart and soul a Virginian, would have looked 
with favour upon any weakening of the military 
forces in his native State. 

The strategic strength of the Confederacy lay in its 
size and also in its lack of communications, for its 
conquest demanded its entire occupation, and how 
to effect this occupation was the outstanding mihtary 
problem of the Federal Armies. For three years 
Lincoln, Stanton and Halleck were obsessed by 
conventional strategical considerations. They believed 
that the capture of Richmond would end the war; 
“how” and “why” does not seem to f^ve entered 
their heads. Had McClellan occupied RichmonS in 
1862, the war would in fact have been indefinitely 
prolonged, for tjie Confederates would simply have 
established a capital elsewhere. Had they, however, 
restricted themselves to a limited offensive in the east; 
had they captured the sea ports, anc? particularly 
Wilmington, during the suiftmer of 1862, as un- 
doubtedly they could ‘have done, then they would 
have been able to have launched a strong, well- 

41 


organized offensive in the West. To attack from 
Washington was to strike at the roof of the Con- 
federacy and drive the Confederate forces into the 
Confederate house. To attack in th^ west from 
Tennessee on the line Vicksburg and Chattanooga 
was to crash through an outer wail and sever its 
ground floor from its upper storey; in fact, to drive 
the Confederate forces out of the greater part of their 
house, and so gain entrance and occupation. The 
, Washington and the Richmond Governments read 
strategy according to rule, they struck at strength and 
political power, when they should have struck at 
weakness and the national spirit, because weakness 
accentuated undermines strength, and loss of national 
spirit undermines political power. 

Until General Grant assumed command, as we 
shall later on see, the grand-strateg)- of the North 
was beneath contempt. The immensity of the problem 
which lay before Lincoln and his generals was totally 
unappreciated. He called for 75,000 volunteers, yet look 
at his problem! This is how*^ Colonel Henderson sees it: 

“The city of Atlanta, which may be considered as the heart of 
the Confederacy, was sixty days’ march from the Potomac, the 
same distance as Vienna from the English Channel, or Moscow 
from the Niemen. New Orleans, the commercial metropolis, was 
thirty-six days’ march from the Ohio, the same distance as Berlin 
from the Moselle. Thus space was all in favour of the South; even 
shoiSd the enemy over-run her borders, her principal cities, few 
in number, were far removed from the hostile bases, and the 
important railway junctions were perfectly secure from sudden 
attack. And space, especially where means of communication are 
scanty, and the country affords few supplies, is the greatest of all 
obstacles. The hostile territory must be subjugated piecemeal, 
state by state, province by province, as was Asia by Alexander; 
and after each victory a ne^ base of supply must be provisioned 
and secured, no matter at what cost of time, before a further 
advance can be attempted. Had Napoleon in the campaign 
against Russia remained for the winter at Smolensko, and 
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firmly established himself in Poland, Moscow might have been 
captured and held during the ensuing summer. But thf occupa- 
tion of Moscow would not have ended the war. Russia in many 
respects, was not unlike the Confederacy. She had given no 
hostages to fortune in the shape of rich commercial towns; she 
possessed no historic fortresses; and so offered but few objectives 
to an invader. If defeated or retreating, her armies could always 
find refuge in distant fastnesses. The climate was severe; the 
internal trade inconsiderable; to bring the burden of war home 
to the mass of the population was difficult, and to hold the 
country by force impracticable. Such were the difficulties which 
the genius of Napoleon was powerless to overcome, and Napoleon , 
invaded Russia with half a million of seasoned soldiers.”®® 


The Two Tactics 

This war was an epoch-making one, not only 
politically but tactically so; for besides uniting a 
nation, a nation which to-day is giving to the world 
the fullest expression of the Industrial Revolution, it 
initiated a new cycle in tactics. 

The extraordinary thing about this initiation is 
that it sprouted from out of one tiny seed — the rifle 
bullet — which, like the Indian fakir’s mango tree, 
during the four years of the war grew at such an 
astonishing speed, that on its conclusion the tree 
resulting could not be seen for the tactical wood; 
consequently the lessons of this war were lost to 
military thought, and are still far from .being fully 
appreciated. The old tactical school learned nothfng, 
the new died with the war; so it happened that the 
grim lessons of Malvern Hill, Shiloh, Fredericksburg, 
Chanc^llorsville, Gettysburg and the Wilderness had 
to be relearned in every succeeding war right up to 
the World War of 1914-1918, when they* appeared in 
their most tremendous form; •fet soldiers still hesitate 
to accept them. • . 

Lord Wolseley, an able and an educated officer, 
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though for a brief period he saw the war as it was, 
totally misreW its meaning. In 1887, he wrote: 

. . from first to last the co-operation of even one 
army corps of regular troops would , have given 
«■ complete victory to whichever side it fought on,”®i 
and, in 1898, he repeated this statement, saying: 
“Had the United States been able, early in 1861, to 
put into the field, in addition to their volunteers, one 
Army Corps of regular troops the war would have 
, ended in a few months.”®^ To-day such a contention 
appears far-fetched, for the regular soldier of 1861 
was not vastly different from the regular soldier of 
1815 or of 1755. In 1755, on the Monongahela, 
Braddock’s Red Coats were worthless against Beau- 
jeu’s Red Skins; and, in 1815, what happened to 
Pakenham at New Orleans when he met Andrew 
Jackson’s rough riflemen of Kentucky, Tennessee and 
Louisiana? 

“There followed a horrible scene: the 44th Foot were literally 
mowed down by a storm of bullets; other regiments took their 
place and shared their fate. In fifteen minutes the first attack had 
been swept away. But Pakenham was brave, and so were his 
soldiers. The British general formed a new column of attack, 
and with his staff behind him, his hat raised in the air, rode at the 
head of the Sutherland Highlanders back into the fearful zone of 
fire. Only one thing could happen. Once more the rifles blazed. 
Pakenham went down, killed outright, and every one of the 
British staff v\sent to earth at the same moment. The Highlanders 
wef& decimated, but heroically struggled on, a few getting within 
a hundred yards of the entrenchments — but no further. Placed 
on four ranks, constantly firing and stepping back to reload in 
rotation, Coffee’s buck-hunters had too easy^ a target, and when 
General Gibbs, succeeding Pakenham in command, brought up 
the Scots Fusiliers and the 43rd Light Infantry, dealt out the 
same fate to hint as to his predecessor. General Lambert followed, 
and he, too, with magni^cent but senseless British courage, 
attempted to continue the attack; but it was no longer possible; 
even Wellington’s ir/eterans could nOt face such an ordeal, and 
there was nothing left but retreat.” 
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What was the result of this engageraent? ^Out of 
9,000 British troops, of which 7,000 took part in the 
attacks, 3,300 were killed and wounded, and 500 
taken prisoners; the American losses were 8 killed 
and 13 wounded, out of a total of 4,500 men! Why 
this extraordinary disproportion in casualties? First, 
the American losses were exceptionally light because 
the British troops were armed with the Brown Bess 
musket, and the British abnormally heavy because 
the Americans were armed with the long Tennessee 
flintlock rifle. Yet, had the British also been armed 
with this weapon — and this is the point to note — their 
casualties would have been nearly as great, because 
their tactics would still have been of the Brown Bess 
order. Their formations were rigid and their discipline 
unintelligent, and such was also the case in all foreign 
armies of 1861. Even in 1866, 1870, 1878, 1904 and 
1914 history tells us that Brown Bess tactics died an 
exceedingly slow death, and even to-day are still very 
much alive in several European armies. 

The supreme tactical fact was; that the rifle had 
rendered the defence the stronger form of war. 
“My men,” said Stonewall Jackson, “sometimes fail 
to drive the enemy from his position, but to hold one, 
never!”®* and though Henderson, an astute student 
of war, notes this remark with approval, he never- 
the less considered that “against troops which ^an 
manoeuvre earthworks are useless,”®® failing, so I 
think, to see that the art of entrenching is to make 
trenches manoexlVre also, as Sherman and Lee so 
successfully did in 1864-65. The truth is, that because 
of the rifle and its mates, the axe and the spade, the 
defence had become at least three times as strong as 
the attack. This point, is noted by two independent 
witnesses. Colonel Lyman says: “Put a man in a 
hole, and a good battery on a hill behind him, and 
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he will beat fiff three times his number, even if he is 
hot a very good soldier,”®® and Frank Wilkeson 
writes: “Before we left North Anna I discovered that 
our infantry were tired of charging earthworks. The 
ordinary enlisted men assert that one good man 
behind an earthwork was equal to three good men 
outside of it.”®’ The fact is that the whole practice 
of fighting had changed without it being realized. 
Here is a graphic description of a “1914” battle 
' fought in 1863: 

“I had taken part in two great battles, and heard the bullets 
whistle both days, and yet I had scarcely seen a Rebel save killed, 
wounded, or prisoners! I remember how even line officers, who 
were at the battle of Ctiancellorsville, said: ‘Why, we never saw 
any Rebels where we were; only smoke and bushes, and lots of our 
men tumbling about’; and now I appreciate this most fully. The 
great art is to cmceal men; for the moment they show, bang, bang, 
go a dozen cannon, the artillerists only too pleased to get a fair 
mark. Your typical ‘great white plain,’ with long lines advancing 
and manoeuvring, led on by generals in cocked hats and by 
bands of music, exist not for us. Here it is, as I said: ‘Left face — 
prime — forward!’ — and then wrong, wr-r-ang, for three or four 
hours, or for all day, and the poor, bleeding wounded streaming 
to the rear. That is a great battle in America.”®* 

During these four years the cavalry charge was 
rendered impotent. “Here, boys,” shouted Morgan, 
“are those fools [Federal cavalry] coming again with 
their sabres, give it to them,” and the saddles were 
emptied. The rifle-cannon came more and more to 
the fore; for instance, at Gettysburg: “The air 
was hideous with most discordant *hoise. The very 
earth shook beneath our feet, and the hills anS rocks 
seemed to reel like a drunken man. For one hour and 
a half this most terrific fire was continued, during 
which the shrieking of shell, the crash of falling timber, 
the fragments 0!' rocks flying through the air, shattered 
from the cliffs by solid shot, the heavy mutterings 
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from the valley between the opposing, armies, the 
splash of bursting shrapnel, and the fierce neighing of 
wounded artillery horses, made a picture terribly 
grand and sublime.”®® Even in forest fighting we 
find the gun used if not to hit, then to terrify and 
dismay. Early in the war in West Virginia, General 
Wise ordered a young artillery lieutenant to open fire. 

“A dense forest prevented the lieutenant from seeing 
any of the enemy, and he stated as much to General 
Wise, adding that if he opened fire he would ‘do no * 
execution.’ The incessant fusilade of rifles and the 
whistling of minies seemed to emphasize the wisdom 
of the General’s reply, ‘D — n the execution, sir, it’s 
the noise that we want.’ * 

It is in the dethronement of the bayonet, however, 
that the chief change in tactics is to be sought. Before 
the advent of the rifle the assault was sometimes a 
practical operation and, this being so, the bayonet, 
the successor of the pike, was the superior infantry 
weapon, the musket being little more than a smoke- 
producing machine to obscure the bayonet charge. 
To-day every modern army still thinks in terms of 
the assault; yet this war proved beyond all doubt 
that the bayonet was as obsolete as the pike. Here are 
a few examples: “I don’t think a single man of them 
was bayonetted,”®^ writes one eye-witness. Another, 
General Gordc?i, says: “I may say thaf very few 
bayonets of any kind were actually used in battle, so 
far as my observation extended. The one line or the 
other usually gavt way under the galling fire of small 
arms, grape, and canister, before the bayonet could 
be brought into requisition. The bristling points and 
the glitter of the bayonets wei^ fearful to look upon 
as they were levelled in front of a charging line; but 
they were rarely reddened with bloo&. The day of 
the bayonet is passed. ... It may still serve to 
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impress the s^)ldier’s imagination, as the loud-sounding 
and ludierous gongs are supposed to stiffen the baeks 
and steady the nerves of the grotesque soldiers of 
China .” Heros von Borcke says much the same: “I 
carefully examined many of the corpses, and found 
only three or four with bayonet-wounds, and these 
had been received evidently after the bullets. These 
accounts of bayonet-fights are current after every 
general engagement, and are frequently embodied 
in subsequent ‘histories,’ so-called; but as far as my 
experience goes, recalling all the battles in which I 
have borne a part, bayonet-fights rarely occur, and 
exist only in the im.agination.” And again: “The 
bowie-knife occupied a somewhat conspicuous place 
in the earlier annals of the war, and we were often 
told of Louisianians, Mississippians, and Texans who 
threw away their muskets in the hottest of the fight, 
and fell upon the enemy with their favourite weapon; 
but I have always regarded these stories in the same 
fabulous light with the stories of . . . bayonet con- 
flicts ... and certainly I have never seen the 
bowie-knife put to any other than a purely pacific 
and innocent use.”®® Finally, I will quote Surgeon- 
Major Albert G. Hart, wTo writes that he saw few 
bayonet-wounds “except accidental ones. ... I 
think half-a-dozen would include all the wounds of 
thfc nature that I ever dressed.”®^ 

I have gone to this length on the subject of the 
bayonet, because it is so easy to criticize the tactical 
ability of Grant, Leg, and other geiferals of this war; 
yet they had no precedent to guide them, for to all 
intents and purposes the rifle was a new weapon. And 
when we do criticize them we might remember this: 
that to-day ninety out of evejy hundred professional 
soldiers still believe in the bayonet, a weapon which 
proved itself next to useless in this war and in every 
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war since fought. It was because of this same lack 
of realization that between i86i and i565 hundreds 
of assaults were attempted and over eighty per cent 
of them failed. 

The war which faced Grant and Lee was a novel 
.^Yar — the war of the rifle bullet. It was a war which 
closely resembles the World War of fifty-three years 
later, so closely that no other war, not even the 
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905, offers so exact a 
comparison. It was a war of riffe bullets and a war . 
of trenches, of slashings and abattis, and even of wire 
entanglements; the Confederates calling this form of , 

obstacle “a devilish contrivance which none but a 
Yankee could devise,” because afr Drury’s Bluff they » 

had fallen over it and had been “slaughtered like 
partridges.”®® It was a war of astonishing modernity: 
of wooden wire-bound mortars, hand-grenades, 
winged grenades, rockets, and many forms of booby- 
traps. Magazine rifles were invented, and also 
Requa’s machine-gun.®® Balloons were used by both 
sides, and though the Confederates did not think 
much of them®^ they manufactured one out of silk 
dresses. To the sorrow of many a Southern lady, it 
was speedily captured, “the meanest trick of the 
war,”®® so says General Taliaferro. Explosive bullets 
are mentioned,®® and in June, 1864, General Pendleton 
asked the Chief Ordnance Officer at •Richmojid 
whether he could supply him with stink-shell which 
would give off “offensive gases” and cause “suffo- 
cating effect.” TJhe answer he got was: “. . . stink- 
balls, Hone on hand; don’t keep them; will make if 
ordered.”’® Nor did modernity halt here: armoured 
ships and armoured trains, land mines and tor- 
pedoes were used, also lamp and flag signalling 
and the field telegraph.* A submarinfe was built by 
Horace L. Huntley at Mobile — twenty feet long, 
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.five deep5 and three and a half wide, ivhich was 
-^propelled by a screw worked from, the inside by 
seven or eight men/'^^ ' On February 17, 1864, she 
sank U.S.S. Hoiisatonic off Charleston, and went down 
with her. 

Colonel Lyman is as amusing when writing on war 
inventions as many a similar writer during the World 
War. On November 29, 1864, he jotted down in a 
letter: 

did not have room to tell yon of the ingenious inventions of 
General Butler for the destruction of the enemy. He never is 
happy unless he has half a dozen contrivances on hand. One man 
has brought a fire-engine, wherewith he proposes to squirt on 
earthworks and wash them ail downl An idea that Benjamin 
[General Butler] considered highly practicable. Then, with his 
Greek fire, he proposed to hold a redoubt with only fi\'e men and 
a small garden engine [a flame-projector]. ‘^Certainly/ said 
General Meade, ‘only your engine fires thirty feet, and a miiiie 
rifle 3,000 yards, and I am afraid your five men might be Idiled, 
before they had a chance to burn up their adversaries!’ Also he 
is going to get a gun that shoots seven miles and, taking direction 
by compass, burn the city of Richmond with shells of Greek fire. 
If that don’t do, he has an auger that bores a tunnel five feet in 
diameter, and he is going to bore to Richmond, and suddenly 
pop up in somebody’s basement, while the family are at break- 
fast! So you see he is ingenious. It is really summer-warm to-day; 
there are swarms of flies, and I saw a bumble-bee and a grass- 
hopper.”^^ 

rLife in camp and bivouac was equally modern, 
though a little rougher. Not only were newspaper 
boys seen behind, but on the battlefields; and certainly 
one regimental newspaper called The Rapid Ann was 
published.’^ Delousing was a frequent “operation 
of war,” m^n “seated shirt in hand on the ground, 
endeavouring to pigk the vermin off that gar- 
ment. . . .”’'® This done, they would open tins of 
condensed milk’® and brew their tea or coffee. 
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The Two Armies * 

The two ^causes, the two political ideas and the 
two ways of living produced two very different kinds 
of soldiers, as different in many ways as were the 
soldiers of the French revolutionary armies from 
those of Austria and Prussia. The fact that the 
Federals had to fight in an enemy’s country, whilst 
the Confederates mainly fought in their own country, , 
compelled the former towards discipline and the 
latter towards laxity. Besides, sparsely populated 
countries always breed self-reliant people — men and 
women not over-given to obediense. 

The Confederacy being immense in size, badly 
roaded and pre-eminently agricultural, its soldiers 
naturally took to guerilla warfare as their forefathers 
had done in the War of the Rebellion. To conquer 
such a people military operations had to be methodical, 
for individual valour and initiative are best over- 
come by discipline and solidarity. Unfortunately 
for the Federals they sought to establish these condi- 
tions on the conventional European pattern; they 
copied in place of creating, and possessing the army 
headquarters and the bulk of the small regular 
establishment, they expanded it not only bodily, but 
spiritually in the form they found it. General Fry 
says: “The army was weighed down by longevity, 
by venerated traditions, by prerogatives of service 
rendered in forr^er wars, by the firmly tied red-tape 
of military bureauism, and by the deep-seated and 
well-founded fear of the auditors and comptrollers 
of the treasury.” Then he says, because of this 
antiquated professionalism, “i5i the beginning of the 
war, the military advantage was on* the side of the 
Confederates, notwithstanding the greater resources 
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of the North^ which produced their effect only as the 
contest nvas prolonged.”’’ In other words, the less 
military side was the more soldierlike; free from 
shibboleths, the Confederate soldier ceuld expand 
with expanding events, whilst the Federal sought to 
overcome difficulties by text-book rules. 

The men themselves were also different; though 
in the western theatre of the war this difference was 
negligible, in the eastern it was marked. There the 
c Federal troops were very mixed, large numbers of 
Irish, German and other foreign stock being enlisted. 
Though these men might have fought well enough in 
their own countries, many of them had little heart in 
the Federal cause; "in fact, large numbers did not 
even understand what the war was about, whilst 
every Southern soldier realized that he was fighting 
for his home and freedom. Wilkeson, a private soldier 
in the Army of the Potomac, was probably unfortunate; 
anyhow his opinion is interesting. Of his batch of 
recruits he writes; “False history and dishonest 
Congressmen . . . say they were brave Northern 
youth going to the defence of their country. I, who 
know, say they were as arrant a gang of cowards, 
thieves, murderers and blacklegs as were ever 
gathered inside the walls of Newgate or Sing Sing.”’® 
The opposing army was not altogether free of foreign 
influence. Watson, a private in the Confederate 
Army, mentions a German recruit who, given the 
countersign “Natches,” shouted out to the first man 
who approached his post, “Halt! you can’t pass here 
unless you say ‘Natches’.”’® « 

Except for his lack of discipline, the Confederate 
soldier was probably the finest individual fighter the 
world has ever seen. It is important to realize this, 
for, unless we do so, we shall hot fully appreciate the 
difficulties of the Federal generals; and to show what 
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this exceptional man was like, I will quote the opinions 
of a Confederate, a Federal, and an Engfishman. 

General D. Hill says: 

^‘Self-reliant always, obedient when he chose to be, impatient ♦ 
of drill and discipline, he was unsurpassed as a scout or on the 
skirmish line. Of the shoulder-to-shoulder courage, bred of drill 
and discipline, he knew nothing and cared less. Hence, on the 
battle-field, he was more of a free lance than a machine. Who 
ever saw a Confederate line advancing that was not crooked as a 
ram’s horn. Each ragged rebel yelling on his own hook and 
aligning on himself! But there is as much need of the machine- 
made soldier as of the self-reliant soldier, and the concentrated 
blow is always the most effective blow. The erratic effort of the ♦ 

Confederate, heroic though it was, yet failed to achieve the 
maximum result just because it was grratic. Moreover, two 
serious evils attended that excessive egotism and individuality 
which came to the Confederate through his training, association, 
and habits. He knew when a movement was false and a position 
untenable, and he was too little of a machine to give in such 
cases the whole-hearted service which might have redeemed the 
blunder. The other evil was an ever-growing one. His disregard 
of discipline and independence of character made him often a 
straggler, and by straggling the fruit of many a victory was 
losf’so 

As late as May, 18G4, Colonel Lyman writes: 

“These Rebels are not half-stai'ved and ready to give up — a 
more sinewy, tawny, formidable-looking set of men could not be. 

In education they are certainly inferior to our native-born 
people; but they are usually very quick-witted within their own 
sphere of comprehension; and they know enough to haadle 
weapons with terrible effect. Their great characteristic is their 
stoical manliness; they never beg or whimper, or complain; but 
look you straight in the face, with as little animosity as if they had 
never heard a gun.”^^ 

Colonel Fremantle says: 

“But from what I have seen and heard a,syet, it appears to me 
that the Confederates possess certain great qualities as soldiers, 
such as individual bravery -and natural aptifude in the use of 
fire-arms, strong, determined patriotism and boundless confidence 
in their favourite generals and in themselves. They are sober of 
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necessity, as thrre is literally no liquor to be got. They have 
stifficient*good sense to know that a certain amount of discipline 
is absolutely necessaiy; and I believe that instances of in- 
subordination are extremely rare. They possess the great 
m , advantage of being led by men of talent and education as soldiers 
who thoroughly understand the people they have to lead,^ as well 
as those they have to beat. These generals, such as Lee, Johnstm 
Beauregard, or Longstreet, they ^voukl follow amnvhere, and obey 
implicitly. But, on the other hand, many of their officers, 
looking forward to future political advancement, owing to their 
present military rank, will not punish their men, or are afraid of 
making themselves obnoxious by enforcing rigid discipline. The 
men are constantly in the habit of throwing away their knapsacks 
and blankets on a long march, if not carried for them, and though 
actuated by the strongest and purest patriotism, can often not be 
got to consider their obligations as soldiers. In the early part of 
the war they were often, when victorious, nearly as disordered as 
the beaten, and many w'ould coolly walk off liome, under the 
impression that they had performed their share. 

‘‘After having lived with the veterans of Bragg and Lee, I was 
able to form a still higher estimate of Confederate soldiers. 
Their obedience and forbearance in success, their discipline under 
disaster, their patience under suffering, under hardships, or when 
wounded, and their boundless devotion to their country under 
all circumstances, are beyond all praise.”®*^ 

The methods of fighting in the two armies were as 
different as the men composing them. The Southern 
soldier marched lights carrying from thirty to forty 
pounds weighty a rifle, a cartridge-box, an old rug 
and a ^'tooth-brush stuck like a rose in his button- 
hole”; the Northern, more heavily laden, carrying 
about sixty pounds, which made all the difference 
in marching, for the economic load is one-third of 
the body weight. The Federals, far more so than 
the Confederates, maintained shouIder-to-sKbulder 
formations, which were fatal under rifle fire. “I was 
wonderfully impressed,” writes Colonel Taylor, 
“. . . by the Southern soldier and his independent 
action in battle [Chancellorsvilie] as contrasted with 
the mechanical movement of the machine soldier. . . . 
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First one man went forward, then another, then at 
intervals two or three; then there would be 3. waver- 
ing and falling back when the fire became hot; then 
there would* be a repetition of this; one or two at a 
time, encouraging the others, then small parties * 
advanced, the officers waved their swords and called 
the men ‘forward,’ and then with a yell the whole 
line rushed rapidly forward without precision or 
order, but irresistibly, sweeping everything before 
them.”®® Watson, as a private soldier, gives us much • 
useful information. He says: “I have sometimes 
thought that one of the chief causes of the success of • 

the Confederate troops was the alacrity with which 
they would form up into line, in* a temporary rough- • 

and-ready way after being driven into confusion by 
some sudden cause or movement in a rough or rugged 
country, and maintain the battle in that position, 
while as soon as opportunity offered, every man 
would fall into his place in the company, the company 
to its place in the battalion, and the battalion to its 
place in the brigade, and order regained in a short 
time.”®® Further, he says, as regards the Federal 
soldiers: “What told most against them was their 
strict adherence to military rigidity and form of 
discipline, by standing up close and maintaining 
their line in the open field, making themselves con- 
spicuous marks for the fire of their opponents, ivho 
fought in open ranks and kneeled down, forming a 
less prominent mark.” . . . “They [the Federals], 
knowing the superiority of their arms over ours, kept 
fallirig back to keep us at long shot, while we followed 
them up to keep at close range. This was a consider- 
able advantage to us. Our^ advancing upon them 
kept us enveloped in the dense smoke, while their 
falling back kept them* in the clear atmosphere where 
they could be easily seen. Our men squatted down 
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when loading, then advanced and squatted down 
a'gain, and looking along under the smoke could 
take good aim; while the enemy, firing- at random 
into the smoke, much of their shot passfed over our 
heads.” 

I think I have now quoted sufficiently to show the 
main difference between the two armies. The one 
was semi-regular and the other semi-guerilla. The one 
strove after discipline, the other unleashed initiative. 

^ In battle the Confederate fought like a Berserker: 
out of battle he ceased to be a soldier. For instance, 
Robert Stiles tells us that on the way to Gettysburg he 
rode up to a house, asked for a drink of water, rested 
there, chatted, wrote a letter, and after wasting an 
hour or two, rejoined his unit.®® In the Confederate 
Army straggling w’as in fact as inalienable a right as 
State Rights were in the Confederate Government. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PERSONALITY OF GRANT 

Gra7ii — i/ie Enigma 

In all of us, however common-place we may be, there 
lurks an enigma, something which neither we nor 
others understand. We call it personality, a vague 
word meaning many things — courage, common sense, 
quick wit, frankness, determination, self-command, 
and many other qualities, none of which can openly 
express themselves unless occasion is propitious and 
circumstances are favourable. Most of us live and 
die in a dungeon, and the enigma dies with us; a 
few of us escape, mostly by chance, and then, if our 
personality is strong, we accomplish something worth 
accomplishing, and by doing so the enigma is more 
often than not transformed into a myth. We cease to 
be what we really were, and become something we 
never could be — something which flatters the common 
mind. 

This was the fate of Robert E. Lee, as I will show' in 
the next chapter, but not of Ulysses S. Grant. In the 
Pantheon of War he has remained uncanonized, and 
not only in the ccfmmon opinion of his fellow-country- 
men Soes Lee rank far above him, but not a few 
consider that Sherman, Joseph E. Johnston, Jeb. Stuart 
and Stonewall Jackson showed*- superior generalship. 
Yet what did he do? He won the Civil War for the 
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North, and so re-established the Union which to-day 
has grown into the vastest consolidated power since 
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the fall rOf R^me. He fought some of the greatest 
campaigns in history; was never defeated, and after 
the war was twice chosen by his countrypien as their 
President. If there is not food for myth 'here, where 
shall we seek it? His story is as amazing as Napoleon’s, 
and as startling as Lenin’s; yet enigma he lived and 
enigma he died, and though occasion was propitious 
and circumstances were favourable, enigma he 
remains. 

Why is this? There must be some reason for it? He 
was not a quick-witted charlatan who for a period 
bewildered the comimon folk and was then found out. 
Was he then a fortunate general, a nonentity, who 
grasping “the skirts of happy chance” was whirled on 
to the footboard of fame, to cling to greatness, to be 
rushed by events over battlefield and through White 
House, and then to be slued off into the dust of 
oblivion? No — ^he was one of those inscrutably simple 
men who from time to time appear in history, who 
manifest at some critical moment, and who being 
oblivious of their owm greatness and desiring no 
renown, set fire to an epoch; not by spectacular 
volcano belchings, but like a grey ember which is 
red hot at the centre. 

The popular idea of Grant has always been a 
depressing^ one, a leaden man of no great spirit, of 
no imagination and of little thought. A force which 
rolled forward, which crushed by weight of numbers; 
true, a man brave and determined, but utterly lacking 
in those qualities which give brilliance to human 
affairs. “During his whole connection with the 
regiment [the Fourth Infantry] he would have been 
considered, both by his brother officers and himself, 
about as likely^ to reach the position of Pope of Rome, 
as General-in-Chief, or President of the United 
States, . . . He was modest and unambitious— -such 
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a man as in our land of pretension and*blusl^r could 
not be expected to go far.”^ Thus wrote a brother 
officer of hi^ long after the Civil War as he appeared 
long before it, in 1852. 

In 1858 he was a down-and-out, selling cord- wood 
in St. Louis; in 1859 a partner of one Henry Boggs, 
a real estate agent; in i860 a clerk in his brothers’ 
leather store in Galena, and there he was when the 
war broke out. Describing him as he appeared in 
1858, Mrs. Boggs said: “He had no exalted opinion 
of himself at any time, but in those days he was 
almost in despair. He walked the streets looking for 
something to do. He was actually the most obscure 
man in St. Louis. Nobody took any notice of him.”® 
In May, 1861, Grant said to a friend: “To tell you the 
truth, I would rather like a regiment, yet there are 
few men really competent to command a thousand 
soldiers, and I doubt whether I am one of them.”® 
A little after, Governor Yates of Illinois placed him 
in command of the 21st Illinois Regiment, and he 
appeared on his first parade almost in rags. About 
this time Ewell, in Richmond, discussing the merits 
of the officers of the old army with a friend, said: 
“There is one West Pointer, I think in Missouri, httle 
known, and whom I hope the Northern people will 
not find out. I mean Sam Grant. I knew him well 
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at the Academy and in Mexico. I should fear him 
more than any of their officers I have yet heard of. 
He is not a man of genius, but he is clear-headed, 
quick and dariifg.”^ Then three years later, in 
MarcE, 1864, the victor of Donelson, Vicksburg and 
Chattanooga came to Washington to take over 
command of the entire land* forces of the United 
States; accompanied by, his small son^and carrying a 
portmanteau he entered Willard’s Hotel, signing the 
register, “U. S. Grant and son. Galena, 111 .”® The 
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clerk, taking *111111 for a captain or a major, showed 
him up to a fifth floor room, yet Grant saw nothing 
strange in this. Two months later, cp May lo, 
“while the general-in-chief was out oh the lines 
supervising the afternoon attack, he dismounted and 
sat down on a fallen tree to write a dispatch. While 
thus engaged a shell exploded directly in front of 
him. He looked up from his paper an instant, and 
then, without the slightest change of countenance, 
went on witing the message. Some of the Fifth 
Wisconsin wounded were being carried past him at 
the time, and Major E. R. Jones of that regiment, 
said . . . that one of his men made the remark: 
‘Ulysses don’t scare worth a d — n.’ ”® 

The ember was indeed a dull one, and though not 
one to catch the popular eye, or to fix the historian’s 
gaze, yet one which glowed warm on close contact. 
Further still, whenever it flamed up it soon burnt 
low again. It glowed out of Galena into Donelson, 
a victory of immense importance, and then passed 
into eclipse. So it happened after Shiloh, after 
Corinth, during and after Vicksburg, once again 
after the Wilderness and Cold Harbor, and then 
finally, because of the rascality of Ferdinand Ward, 
Grant found himself at the very end of his life’s 
journey once again on the liigh road of misfortune. 

So it seems to me these successive eclipses have 
somehow or another in the popular mind shrouded 
the glowing periods, denying greatness to Grant 
by making him appear a lucky ^neral, a general 
who, though he could weather storms, coulcT’ never 
sail clear of them. Yet when we examine these 
glowing moments wer>find that under the clouds of 
gloom begotten by Halleck, and his stupidities, a 
venal, sensation-loving Press, an uninstructed and 
eager popular opinion, and the ignorance of un- 
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strategically-minded politicians, they ar^ in fact one 
continuous blaze of genius seldom seen in ‘military 
history. Donelson flames into Shiloh, Shiloh into 
Corinth anii luka, these battles into Vicksburg, 
Chattanooga, the Wilderness, Petersburg, until the 
fire burns out at McLean’s house on the Appomattox. 

“How are you, Sheridan?” said Grant. 

“First rate, thank you,” answered Sheridan, “how 
are you?” 

“Is General Lee up there?” asked Grant. 

“Yes,” replied Sheridan. 

“Well, then, we will go up.”’ 

Thus ended the greatest of civil wars, as ends an 
everyday call on some small matter of business. 
Grant went up the wooden steps leading into the 
house, and there brought about the most magnani- 
mous surrender in history: a capitulation which might 
well have been followed by an equal political mag- 
nanimity. Then he came dow^n those wooden steps, 
and all were expectant to hear what he had to say. 
Turning to General Rufus Ingalls, he queried: 
“Ingalls, do you remember that old white mule that 
so-and-so used to ride when we were in the city of 
Mexico?”® 

Was this a mere pose, a striving after effect? Not 
for a moment do I think so. The war was over, why 
bother about it; why not talk of something else? 
Why not let it pass into an eclipse out of which never 
again such a war would emerge. Some stray mule 
outside the house# may have suggested its brother of 
Mexioe, this was all, a perfectly common-sense 
solution; for, as I will show later on. Grant was 
nothing if not a common-sense^ man. The greatness 
of the event meant no more to him than the last page 
of a story, the greatness* of which lived* in its concep- 
tion, in its writing, and not in its finished print. 
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Nevertheless Grant was not an unemotional man. 
It is tru£ that he hid his emotions, most great men do; 
yet as General Longstreet, one of his old opponents, 
said, “the biggest part of him is his hear;'.”® He had 
received with joy Lee’s letter proposing the meeting, 
for it meant the end of this fratricidal conflict; and 
then when he entered McLean’s house he crept into 
his heroic adversary’s shoes, and as he himself says: 
“What General Lee’s feelings were I do not know. 

. But my own, which had been quite jubilant on the 
receipt of his letter, were sad and depressed. I felt 
like anything rather than rejoicing at the downfall 
of a foe who had fought so long and valiantly, and 
who had suffered -so much for a cause.” When 
General McPherson was killed he was so overcome 
with grief that he retired to his tent and wept for his 
departed friend. At McLean’s house he considered 
it an unnecessary humiliation to demand of Lee’s 
officers the surrender of their swords; then, at the 
very apex of his career, his mind wandered back to a 
long-forgotten mule. 

This little incident, I think, shows that there was 
strangeness in this man; not a man easy to know or 
to be understood; a deep man who, like deep waters, 
appeared to run still. One of his biographers truly 
says: “He mounted to fame on a ladder of desperate 
situations.^’ Unromantic in outward appearance and 
behaviour, he was a man more rightly belonging 
to fiction than to fact, that type of man who is seldom 
met with, but is always here somewhere. The man 
who belongs to the earthquake and the storm, who 
is as steadfast as a mountain, as indolent as a desert, 
and as active as a volcano. Grant — and there are 
many like him, for Ihe world is still inhabited by 
millions of Nature’s children — ^belonged to the age of 
the Titans, those primeval forces, rather than to that 
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of the peace-loving gods. He was a m^ss of contra- 
dictions: loved order, and yet could find no place 
in an orderly world. He hated war, and yet found 
his place there above all his fellows. No wonder he 
is difficult to understand, and no wonder he has not 
been more fully appreciated. 

Sometimes he must have thought of himself, and 
even have analysed his own peculiarities. On one 
occasion he said: “One of my superstitions had 
always been when I started to go anywhere, to do • 
anything, not to turn back, or stop until the thing 
intended was accomplished. I have frequently started 
to go out to places where I had never been and to 
which I did not know the way, depending upon 
making enquiries on the road, and if I got past the 
place without knowing it, instead of turning back, I 
would go on until a road was found turning in the 
right direction, take that, and come in by the other 
side.”^^ Horace Porter, one of his most intimate 
staff officers, noticed this peculiarity; on one occasion 
during the Wilderness campaign, he says; “When he 
[Grant] found he was not travelling in the direction 
he intended to take, he would try all sorts of cross- 
cuts, ford streams, and jump any number of fences 
to reach another road rather than go back and take 
a fresh start.” 

How true of him as a soldier, for GAnt seldom 
turned back, and even when he did, as in his first 
move on Vicksburg, it was only to “come in by 
the other side.” «Yet how untrue of him as a citizen, 
for e«ch road he took was a blind alley ending 
abruptly in misfortune. 
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A Master of Predicaments 

To seek an answer to these many riddles of person- 
ality and character, to me it seems that the only sure 
course to take is to get back to his early days, for it is 
a very true saying that the child is father of the man. 

Though his childhood was not a joyous one, yet 
in manhood he remained ahvays a child at heart, 
gazing out innocently upon things and men, being 
seen and seldom heard; wearing a pair of thread 
gloves on the opening day of the Wilderness campaign, 
as a good child might on a Sunday, and then once 
again when Lee sun^ndered to him. 

Grant’s father, Jesse Grant, was a tanner; curiously 
enough he had been taught his trade by John Brown’s 
father, John Brown — “A cold prayer hardened to a 
musket-ball,” as Stephen Vincent Benet calls him — 
of Harper’s Ferry fame; where also, curiously enough, 
Colonel Robert E. Lee arrested him on October i6, 
185,9. Ulysses, the son of Jesse, was in a way a senti- 
mentalist; he loathed the tan-yard, its stench and its 
blood-clotted hides. Here we have the beginnings of 
his horror of war and of bloodshed. Throughout life 
the only meat he would eat was beef cooked to a 
cinder, for the sight of blood destroyed his appetite. 
He was certainly peculiar in his tastes, for at 4 a.m. 
on May 6, 1864, that is during the opening struggle 
in the Wilderness, at breakfast he “took a cucumber, 
sliced it, poured some vinegar over it, and partook of 
nothing else except a cup of strong coffee. A meal 
which may have refreshed the pacifist within him — 
the man who said, wh^n accepting the nomination for 
the Presidency, “Let us have peace.” 

The tan-yarli drove him Into the fields, into the 
farm lands, into the arms of Nature. Untouched by 
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home affections, unspoilt by pedantry, shy by instinct, 
his early years were lived with his thoughts and his 
work. There his father’s horses became his business 
partners, the* only partners he ever really understood. 
He gave them his care, and in return they gave him 
courage and self-reliance, self-control and self-com- 
mand. In the solitude of the fields, where no one was 
at hand to satisfy the “whys” and “wherefores” 
which every child delights in, he learned to reason 
things out in his own way, to solve problems on his 
own, and to interpret life in terms of material force, 
just as Nature seemed to do. Of his struggle amongst 
the bayous around Vicksburg, W. E. Woodward says 
of him: “There was not anoth’er general in the 
Union army — probably not one alive in any army — 
as well qualified as Grant for a military operation of 
this kind. As w'e watch him in this terribly arduous 
Vicksburg campaign we see behind him the shadows 
of his early years . . . the teamster boy of an Ohio 
settlement, bringing in the heavy logs from the 
woodcutter’s camp . . . the young ploughman, with 
calloused hands, driving his plough through the 
tough black soil . . . the conqueror of horses . . . 
the sweating quartermaster, with his wagon-train of 
cantankerous mules on the hot plains of Mexico. If 
Destiny ever brought the man and the hour together, 
it was when Grant stood before Vicksburg.’’^ ® 

Then he went to West Point, not because he longed 
to be a soldier, but because he was determined to 
escape the life of ft tanner, and West Point enabled 
him tcPescape it. There, outside clearing a jump of 
six feet three inches, he did only one thing of note, 
and that on the day of his arrival. His correct name 
was Hiram Ulysses Grant; he did not like it, and 
had transposed the names Pliram and Ulysses to 
avoid being called “Hug.” Here we catch a glimpse 
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of his sensitiveness. Then on arriving he found that 
in error his name had been entered in the register as 
Ulysses Simpson Grant. A difficulty now arose, for 
Ulysses Simpson had been expected, and in his place 
had appeared Ulysses Hiram. As this knotty problem 
was beyond the powers of West Point to solve, it 
meant that his papers would have to be sent back to 
Washington. But to Grant the problem w'as simplicity 
itself; he dropped the name Hiram and assumed that 
of Simpson in its stead. Throughout life he never 
failed to look at every problem from the simplest 
point of view, and to answer it in the simplest possible 
manner. 

In the composition of what we call “personality” 
simplicity is not exactly a flood-light, it does not flash 
and show up; for in the inner man it burns a tiny 
flame quite unseen by the outer world. It is not a 
quality which grips like boastfulness. It is not some- 
thing which editors can catch on to like pugnacity, 
nor will it magnetize the popular mind like self- 
assertion. The quiet simple man is ahvays a mystery, 
but of a kind which does not entice solution. 

At West Point Grant spent his spare time in reading 
books of action — Cooper, Marry at, Scott, Washington 
Irving; he liked romances, but he was frankly indolent; 
life there was too complicated and artificial for him. 
In this there is nothing extraordinary, but to me it 
is somewhat curious, that when later on sitting in 
the leather store of Grant Bros., Galena — for to the 
tan-yard he returned, every other'''occupation having 
failed — though he had no liking for war he^ would 
study Napoleon Ill’s campaign in Italy, which was 
being fought at this *ime — 1859. He read the news- 
papers, pored_over their maps, and would say: “This 
movement was a mistake. If I commanded the army, 
I would do thus and so.”’^’' Even before this date, 
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when stationed at Fort Vancouver in, 185^, “his 
comrades did not fail to notice the singular vividness 
and comprehensiveness with which he narrated the 
stirring engagements of the [Mexican] War, and how 
accurately his memory, like an open book, reproduced 
not detached incidents, but the action of the whole 
army as a unit — what it tried to do, what it accom- 
plished or failed in, and what errors weakened its 
plan. After one of these talks, they would remark: 
‘How clear-headed Sam Grant is in describing a 
battle! He seems to have the whole thing in his 
head.’”^® When in the spring of 1864 he came to 
the East to take over the supreme command, he turned 
to Horace Porter and said: “I ‘have watched the 
progress of the Army of the Potomac ever since it was 
organized, and have been greatly interested in reading 
the accounts of the splendid fighting it has done.”^® 
This is an illuminating remark, for few generals who 
had had to face his problems would have troubled to 
find the time to examine those of others hundreds of 
miles away. Long after the war, when he travelled 
round the world, John Russell Young, who accom- 
panied him, tells us that one day, “walking up and 
down the deck. Grant went on to describe all of 
Napoleon’s campaigns, from Marengo dowm to Leipsic, 
speaking of each battle in the most minute manner — 
the number of men engaged on either sid<?, even the 
range of their guns and the tactics of both sides; why 
victory came and why defeat came — as thoroughly 
learned as a probiem in mathematics. Then back to 
the b«ttles of Frederick the Great; Leuthen, the 
campaigns of the Thirty Years’ War; back to the 
campaigns of Caesar, and al'vvays illustrating as he 
talked the progress and change in the art of war, 
and how machinery, projectiles, and •improvements 
in arms had made what would be a great victory for 
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Napoleon alinost impossible now. ... It is the only 
occasion on which I ever heard Grant speak of the 
art of war, because it was a subject to which he had 
an aversion. You might have known hJm for a year 
and never learned that he had fought a battle in his 
life.” 2 0 

These various quotations, even if some appear a 
little highly coloured, reveal the fact that though 
Grant disliked war, what he really loathed was its 
tactical side — the actual slaughter; but that the 
strategical side fascinated him. He loved pitting his 
wall against seeming impossibilities — a buck-jumping 
circus pony, leaping over a battery of six guns in 
succession, fighting'‘with the bayous round Vicksburg, 
creating cosmos out of chaos at Chattanooga, and 
pursuing Lee over bottomless road to Appomattox 
Court House. 

It was the Titan wdthin him which called forth this 
affection, the old pioneer spirit of his forefathers, of 
Matthew Grant and Priscilla his wife who set out 
from England, on March 20, 1630, in the good ship 
Mary and John to seek a new life in the New World. 
Those ancestors of his who moved westwards into 
Ohio, never to turn back but to fight onwards, never 
to falter but to dare. It was this spirit, the spirit 
which founded the United States and upon which 
it now stands, which made him the soldier he was, 
and which when a statesmen led him to dream dreams 
of world federation, of Anglo-Saxon unity, and of the 
final abolition of war. All great end simple visions 
of will, with none of that trickery in their composition 
which politics demand. He failed in the dodges of 
peace, in war he wa^s not a great tactician, and in 
both cases it seems to me the reason was that he was 
in no sense of ‘the word a crafty man. 

Though few soldiers have shown such resolution as 
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Grant, have accepted such risks, and ha\«e be^n faced 
by so many difficulties and disappointments, he was 
in no sense a pushing, self-assertive man. The reason 
for this is clear when his whole life is reviewed in 
panorama. He was the master of predicaments and 
the plaything of conventionalities. When everything 
was right and normal he shrank into his chrysalis 
of mediocrity; when all was in chaos, or when the 
occasion demanded desperate action, like the jinn 
in the Arabian Nights, he emerged from his bottle, and 
nothing would induce him to withdraw into it again 
until normality had been re-established. 

We see this metamorphosis clearly during the first 
few months of the war. On May ^o, i86i, he writes: 
“During the six days I have been at home I have 
felt all the time as if a duty was being neglected that 
was paramount to any other duty I ever owed.” Yet 
he was doubtful whether he was competent to com- 
mand a regiment, and when Governor Yates offered 
to recommend him to Washington for a brigadier- 
generalship, he answered saying, “he didn’t want 
office till he had earned it.”^^ Most men would have 
jumped at such an offer, even had they felt themselves 
incompetent to fill it, but not so Grant, who on 
account of his innate honesty, failed to see that the 
question was not whether he would make an ideal 
brigadier, but would he be as efficient as*any other 
man Yates might select? This honesty, which I think 
may be traced to his primitive nature, separated him 
from ordinary men and ordinary circumstances, 
making him suspicious of his own abilities; a moral 
lag he was never able to shake off voluntarily, but 
which was shaken off by outward circumstances 
directly these became abnormal. Then this honesty 
was replaced by a heroism which recognized no limit, 
which accepted risks, and by accepting them was not 
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restriclied by their dangers. Throughout life Grant’s 
enemy was his inner self, an enigma he could not 
solve, something which always held him back as long 
as conditions were such that he was un'able to break 
away from its grasp. As long as he was conscious of 
himself he remained a child; but directly a turmoil 
arose which drowned this consciousness he became a 
Titan Tor example, when working in his brothers 
store at Galena he was a complete nonentity because 
his surroundings were normal and mediocre. Then 
one day a debtor of the firm locked himself up in his 
house and threatened to shoot the deputy-sheriff if 
he attempted to break in and serve a writ Grant 
appeared on the 'scene, and at once the Grant of 
Donelson emerged from out the Grant of Galena; he 
broke the door open and effected an immediate and 
unconditional surrender. As Church says: Had the 
business of dealing with warlike clients been sufficient 
to occupy his time. Grant ^would have been a brilliant 

success as a tanner’s clerk.” ^ ^ 

Fortunately for Grant, Yates was a man of common 
sense, and a good judge of character. Meeting a book- 
keeper from the Galena store, he turned to him and 
said: “What does he want?” “The way to deal with 
him,” replied the book-keeper, “is to ask him no 
questions, but simply order him to duty. He will 
obey promptly.” Thereupon Yates sent the following 
order to Grant: “You are this day appointed colonel 
of the Twenty-first Illinois Volunteers, and requested 
to take command at once.”^« Had this unit been 
discipHned and well conducted. Grant would have 
remained in pupa stage, but fortunately it was not— 

it was a band of tougjis. _ _ 

General John E. Smith describes his first visit to 

his regiment; 
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“I went with him to camp, and shall never forget the scene 
when his men first saw him. Grant was dressed in citizen’s 
clothes, an old coat worn out at the elbows, and a badly damaged 
hat. His men, though ragged and barefooted themselves, had 
formed a high’estimate of what a colonel should be, and when 
Grant walked in among them, they began making fun of him. 
They cried in derision, ‘What a colonel!’ ‘D — n such a colonel,’ 
and made all sorts of fun of him. And one of them, to show off 
to the others, got behind his back and commenced sparring at 
him, and while he was doing this another gave him such a push 
that he hit Grant between the shoulders.”®^ 

One of Governor Yates’s aides, growing nervous, 
said: “They’re an unruly lot. Do you think you can 
manage them?” “Oh, yes, I think I can manage 
them,” replied Grant, and he did. The boys called 
for a speech, and he gave them one, to wit: “Go to 
your quarters!” When a man got drunk, he knocked 
him down, bound and gagged him, and had him 
thrown into the guardroom. “Howdy, Colonel?” 
said a sentry nodding at him. “Hand me your piece,” 
quietly answered Grant. Then facing the somewhat 
astonished warrior he came to the “present arms,” 
and handing him back his musket, said: “That is the 
way to say ‘How do you do’ to your Colonel.” Men 
who were insolent were tied to posts; men who rose 
late got no food all day. Thus, within a few w'eeks 
did Grant discipline the 2ist Illinois. 

Though he was rougher than his men when action 
demanded roughness, he had complete control over 
his temper. Only on one occasion does he appear to 
have lost it. When crossing the Pamunkey, in 1864, 
he came upon a teamster brutally beating his horse. 
“What does this conduct mean, you scoundrel?” he 
shouted. “This,” says Horace Porter, “was the one 
exhibition of temper manifested by him during the 
entire campaign, and the only one I ,ever witnessed 
during my many years of service with him.” ® ® 
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could not only discipline others, but he could 
discipline himself/’-^ which gave Iiifii complete 
control over himself, and because of this self-control, 
again and again was he able to establish self-control 
in others. At Fort Donelson, his first great battle, he 
was away from the field discussing the situation with 
Flag-Officer Foote, when the Confederates attacked. 
On his return he found that his ist Division 
(McClernand’s) had been badly defeated, and he was 
met by a staff officer "S^^hite with fear,i’ How did he 
comport himself? General Lewis Wallace, who was 
present, says: 

eveiy great man’s career there is a crisis exactly similar to 
that which now overtook General Grant, and it cannot be better 
described than as a crucial test of his nature. A mediocre person 
would have accepted the news as an argument for persistence in 
his resolution to enter upon a siege. Had General Grant done so, 
it is very probable his historv^ would have been then and there 
concluded. His admirers and detractors are alike invited to study 
him at this precise juncture. It cannot be doubted that he saw 
with painful distinctness the effect of the disaster to his right \eing. 
His face flushed slightly. With a sudden grip he crushed the 
papers in his hand. But in an instant these signs of disappoint- 
ment or hestitation — as the reader pleases — cleared away. In his 
ordinary, quiet voice he said, addressing himself to both officers 
[McClernand and Lewis Wallace], ‘Gentlemen, the position on 
the right must be retaken’ . . 

Then galloping down the line he shouted: “Fill your 
cartridge-boxes quick, and get into^ine; the enemy is 
trying to escape, and he must not be permitteeCto do 
so. . . “This,” as he says, “acted like a charm. 
The men only wanted someone to give them a com- 
mand.” It was nof his presence only which estab- 
lished order, but his self-control. The presence of a 
general, especially in the face of danger, at once 
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establishes confidence, for his personality is fused 
into the impersonal crowd, and the higher’ his self- 
control the higher does this confidence grow — it 
magnetizes his men and morally re-unifies them. 

Grant’s methods were always simple, direct and 
to the point. So much so that to the common mind 
it seemed impossible that a man who appeared so 
ordinary could possibly accomplish what he did on 
his own initiative. It has more than once been 
suggested that men like Rawlins, his chief-of-staff, 
were his brains, as Gneisenau was the brains of old 
Bliicher. There is nothing to prove this, and every- 
thing to disprove it. For instance. Colonel Lyman 
says: “With two or three exceptions. Grant is 
surrounded by the most ordinary set of plebeians you 
ever saw. I think he has them on purpose (to avoid 
advice), for he is a man who does everything with a 
specific reason; he is eminently a wise man.”®® 
Though in May, 1864, when as General-in-Chief 
he commanded in all 533,000 men, his staff “consisted 
of fourteen officers only, and was not larger than that 
of some division commanders.”®^ He did not rely on 
his staff, he relied upon himself. At Chattanooga, “as 
throughout his later career, he wrote nearly all his 
documents with his own hand and seldom dictated 
one, even the most important dispatch.”®® Of his 
orders General Meade said: “There is ®ne striking 
feature ... no matter how hurriedly he may write 
them on the field, no one ever has the slightest doubt 
as to their meaning, or ever has to read them over a 
second time to understand them.”®® Richardson 
says: “Two qualities were strongly marked: (i) What- 
ever he did was done on his ojuw judgment. He showed 
unusual modesty of opinion and unusual confidence 
of action. He heard* all friendly suggestions with 
unvarying politeness, and then did — exactly as he 
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saw fit. (2) He trusted subordinates thoroughly, 
giving ohly general directions, not hampering them 
with petty instructions.” He relied on his staff for 
detail and not for ideas. “He studiously avoided 
performing any duty which someone else could do as 
well as or better than he, and in this respect demon- 
strated his rare powers of administration and executive 
methods. He was one of the few men holding high 
position who did not waste valuable hours by giving 
his personal attention to petty details. He never 
consumed his time in reading _ over cour^martial 
proceedings, or figuring up the items of supplies^ on 
hand, or writing unnecessary letters or communica- 
tions. He held subordinates to a strict accountability 
in the performance of such duties, and kept his own 
time for thought.”*® 

An interesting and unrecorded example of now 
Grant tackled his problems has been given me by 
Mr. O. E. Mack, of Oakland, California. ^ Shortly 
after Grant was made General-in-Chief he “came to 
Fort Monroe one forenoon. Asking that no one be 
permitted to follow him, he went around the ware- 
house [of the Adams Express Company] to the far 
end of the walk and sat down on the end of a pile. 
Placing his elbows on his knees and his chin in his 
hands, he sat there until long in the afteinoon. . . • 
It may reasonably be inferred what he was thinking 
about. Grant was reputed to be able to carry in 
mind a clear picture of the topography of the country 
he operated in. This would enable^him to work out 
a strategic problem mentally with more certeinty 
than could one who did not have this ability.” 

This is probably a correct conclusion, nevertheless; 
Grant could work in hll circumstances, never being 
perturbed physically or morally. His final plan m the 
Vicksburg campaign waswworked out by him in the 
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saloon of the headquarters ship, ijji which had 
assembled a lively gathering of officers and ladies — 
“cards and music were the order of the evening.” In 
this gay tu*rmoil General McPherson offered him a 
glass of liquor. Looking up and smiling Grant said: 
“Mac, you know your whisky won’t help me to think; 
give me a dozen of the best cigars you can find. . . . 
I think by the time I have finished them I shall have 
this job pretty nearly planned.”®® 

The lack of being able to do what others found 
easy, and of accomplishing what others found difficult 
and frequently impossible, is the key to Grant’s 
genius, without which the enigma must remain 
concealed. As I have already poitited out, at Donelson 
he was at his best when things were at their worst. 
It was not so much that he could think more clearly 
when chaos surrounded him, but that he could think 
just as clearly as when it did not. When others were 
at their wits’ ends Grant was perfectly calm and 
collected. No general can have ever beheld a more 
depressing scene than faced him at Shiloh. When he 
hobbled on crutches off his ship — ^he had been thrown 
from his horse a day or two before — ^he was met by a 
terrifying spectacle — 5,000 panic-stricken stragglers 
in utter confusion. All appeared lost, but to Grant 
no battle was ever lost. He at once organized ammuni- 
tion trains and fell in the stragglers. At 2^45 p.m. the 
next day General Jordan turned to General Beauregard, 
then in command of the Confederate forces, and said: 
“General, do yow not think our troops are very much 
in tl»e condition of a lump of sugar thoroughly soaked 
with water, but yet preserving its original shape, 
though ready to dissolve?” Once Grant took 
control it was the enemy who was lost, because 
confusion had no terror for him. H 5 seems to have 
realized this, for at breakfast, on May 7, 1864, Horace 
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Porter asked .him: “In your battles up to this time, 
when do you think your presence upon the field was 
most useful in the accomplishing of results?” He 
replied: “Well, I don’t know”; then after a pause, 
“Perhaps at Shiloh.”®® 

At Chattanooga it is the same. On October i6, 
1863, Dana, the Assistant-Secretary of War, then in 
the besieged town, wrote to the War Department: 
“I never saw anything which seemed so lamentable 
and hopeless.”®® On the 23rd Grant arrived, and on 
the 29th the starving army was wildly cheering; 
“The Cracker line open. Full rations, boys! Three 
cheers for the Cracker line”; and an eye-witness adds, 
“as if we had won another victory, and we had.”^“ 
Again on May 6, 1864, during the battle of the 
Wilderness, there was a panic. An excited officer 
rushed up to where Grant was sitting and said: 
“General, wouldn’t it be prudent to move head- 
quarters to the other side of the Germanna road?” 
To which came the reply: “It strikes me it would be 
better to order up some artillery and defend the 
present location.” 

During this desperate battle, “while the most 
critical movements were taking place, General Grant 
manifested no perceptible anxiety, but gave his orders, 
and sent and received communications, with a cool- 
ness and deliberation \ffiich made a marked impression 
upon those who had been brought into contact with 
him from the first time on the field of battle. His 
speech was never hurried, and his manner betrayed 
no trace of excitability or even impatience.*-. . . 
In the darkness of the night, in the gloom of a tangled 
forest, and after men’s nerves had been racked by 
the strain of a two days’ desperate battle, the most 
immovable coJnmander might have been shaken. 
But it was in just such sudden emergencies that 
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General Grant was always at his best.’,’ quietly 
questioned, sorted truth from falsehood, and “gave 
directions for relieving the situation with the marvel- 
lous rapidity which was always characteristic of 
him. . . .” His sense of proportion never deserted 
him. It was at this time, when Lee counter-attacked 
him on the evening of May 6, that in great excitement 
a general officer said to him: “ ‘General Grant, this 
is a crisis that cannot be looked upon too seriously. 
I know Lee’s methods well by past experience; he 
will throw his whole army between us and the 
Rapidan, and cut us off completely from our com- 
munications.’ The General rose to his feet, took his 
cigar out of his mouth, turned’ to the officer, and 
replied, with a degree of animation which he seldom 
manifested: ‘Oh, I am heartily tired of hearing 
about what Lee is going to do. Some of you always 
seem to think he is suddenly going to turn a double 
somersault, and land in our rear and on both of our 
flanks at the same time. Go back to your command, 
and try to think what we are going to do ourselves, 
instead of what Lee is going to do.’ 

Then at the very end, when Ferdinand Ward 
swindled him out of his entire fortune and left him 
in debt to Mr. W. H. Vanderbilt to the sum of 
$150,000, in order to pay his way Grant began to 
dictate his “Memoirs,” and when the calicer in his 
throat choked his voice, in agony he wrote on. It was 
a race with death, and in this greatest predicament 
which ever faced* him, once again he rose with the 
occasion, and with that dauntless spirit of resolution 
which won him Donelson, Vicksburg, Chattanooga 
and Appomattox Court House^ he won this his final 
victory. The book was finished about a week before 
he died, and in royalties brought in* to his widow 
$450,000. 
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His Modesty and Common Sense 


Simplicity was the mainspring of his fiature. His 
faith in the goodness of mankind was unbounded. 
At the age of eight he wanted to own a horse. What 
did he do? He called on its owner and said: “Papa 
says I may offer you twenty dollars for the colt, but 
if you won’t take that, I am to offer tw'enty-two and 
a half, and if you won’t take that to give you twenty- 
five.”^® What is remarkable in this story is not that 
little Ulysses paid the full price, but that this story 
in itself is an epitome of his dealings throughout life 
with his fellowmen? In none could he see guile, 
because he believed everyone to be as honest as 
himself — no w'onder he failed in every business 
venture. Yet as a soldier this simplicity was his 
guardian angel. Whilst as a general McClellan could 
see nothing beyond his own operations, and Halleck 
nothing outside of the text books, he saw' things as they 
were, uncontaminated by his ideas or anyone else’s. 
He saw the war in its simplest form, that is as a whole, 
because he did not see the difficulties in winning it 
until they arose, and those who did lost their faith 
in doubts. His strategy was simple — ^hold Lee in 
Virginia and move Sherman through Georgia to 
attack him!’ in rear. His theory of war was simplicity 
itself; he says: “The art of war is simple enough. 
Find out where your enemy is. Get at him as soon 
as you can. Strike at him as hard as you can and as 
often as you can, and keep moving on.” 

He disliked figures of speech and exaggeration. 
When towards the en^ of the Appomattox campaign 
he caught up with Sheridan and said to him: ’'‘Lee 
is in a bad fii. It will be "difficult for him to get 
away,” that wild little cavalry leader shouted out: 
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“j ) — n him, he can't get away. We’ll h*ve lys whole 

army, we’ll have every of them!” To which Grant 

quietly replied: “That’s a little too much to expect. 
I think if I "^ere Lee I could escape at least with some 
of my men.”^^ 

Not understanding why a man should want to be 
dishonest, for honesty seemed to him to be always the 
best policy, he should never have become a politician. 
In 1864, Sherman urged him saying: “For God’s 
sake and your country’s sake, come out of Washing- 
ton,” for he knew Grant’s honest simplicity, and was 
afraid of political cunning. Then, after the war. 
Grant went as President to Washington utterly 
lacking that insight into men whfch once led Lincoln 
to exclaim: “Honest statesmanship is the employ- 
ment of individual meanness for the public good.” 
Yet in spite of his inexperience in government, he 
was always plain and practical and did not seek to 
influence men by unworthy motives, nor did he rely 
upon popular emotionalism to benefit his party. 
Thus we see that whilst as a soldier he was a realist 
moved solely by external situations, as a citizen he 
was an idealist, and this I think explains his many 
failures before the war and after it. The simplicity 
and honesty of war unconsciously appealed to him, 
whilst the complexity and dishonesty of peace, being 
so alien to his nature, he left to be entarf^led rather 
than disentangled by others. 

His simplicity was the foundation of his honesty 
and his modesty.* He could not bear shams, preten- 
sion^and humbug. He despised after-dinner speeches 
and such-like orations, because he felt they were 
humbug; he simply could n(jt deliver them. His 
relationship with President Lincoln was always modest 
and understanding. When, in August’ 1864, Lincoln 
wrote to him: “The particulars of your plans I 
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neither know-' nor seek to know. ... I wish not to 
obtrude any restraints or constraints upon you.”*® He 
answered: “Should my success be less than I desire 
or expect, the least I can say is, the fault is not with 
you.”*® Here is a man who is not only capable but 
self-reliant, and it is self-reliance which nearly always 
wins over a superior, because it relieves him of the 
onus of a work which he himself cannot control. This 
self-reliance was the child of his modesty, for modesty 
taught him self-control, and his sense of duty towards 
himself in its turn pointed the way to duty towards his 
country. 

His honesty and modesty towards himself endowed 
him with wisdom; he could discover his own mistakes, 
and was never stampeded by his successes. He was 
not content to do just what other people did. He was 
no copyist, but in place a student, not only of events 
and of others, but of himself. This wisdom is nothing 
more than common sense, action adapted to circum- 
stances, refusal to live, or think, in a rut; refusal to 
be stampeded by events however depressing or elating. 
His common sense was such that he possessed the 
inestimable gift of being able to learn from his own 
mistakes, as well as from the mistakes of others. He 
was in no way bound by traditions, and had a horror 
of precedents and formalities. 

One of His biographers says: “His success was the 
success of sheer common sense — w'hich is almost the 
same thing as generalship — and of ikmerican 
democracy.”*^ For instance, when, in March, 1863, 
Halleck wrote a letter to Grant andRosecrans offering a 
major-generalship to whomever of the two first gained 
a decisive victory, Rosecrans adopted the conventional 
attitude: he felt “degraded at such an auctioneering 
of honours.” ^ Otherwise Grant: he folded up his 
^opy> it into his pocket, and went on with his 
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plan of campaign. Grant’s action ® saved time, 
Rosecran’s only increased friction. 

His common sense was due to his reasoning nature; 
he always had a reason for what he did; chance and 
luck he did not believe in. He never entered into 
recriminations, and as Greene writes: “He was 
accustomed to take things as they were and to devote 
his whole energies to making the best of them.”^® 
Richardson says, “he never complained, he never 
once asked for re-enforcements, but always did 
cheerfully the best he could with whatever the 
Government saw fit to give him.”** And General 
James B. Fry writes: “He had no readiness in showing 
off his acquirements; on the contrary, his acquire- 
ments did not appear until forced to the front, and 
then they showed him off without his knowing it. . . . 
He did not hesitate in choosing the best course, no 
matter who proposed it; and in military affairs he 
would execute a plan prescribed by higher authority 
with as much vigour and fidelity as if it had been his 
own. . . . Neither responsibility, nor turmoil, nor 
danger, nor pleasure, nor pain, impaired the force 
of his resolution, or interrupted the steady flow of his 
intellect. ... He could not dwell upon theories, or 
appear to advantage in hypothetical cases, and even 
in practical matters his mental processes were carried 
on beneath the surface. Until he was ready to act he 
gave no sign by word or expression of his own train 
of thought, or the impression made upon him by 
others, though the'y might make him change his mind 
and if?duce action different from what he had intended. 
He generally adhered to his first convictions, but 
never halted long between two opinions. When 
he changed he went oyer without qualification or 
regard of consequences, and was not disturbed by 
lingering doubts or regrets.”®* 
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His oGtlook on war was a purely common sense one. 
I have already noted his views on tactics; here I will 
give an example of his opinion on military history: 

‘‘Some of our generals,” he says, “failed because they worked 
out everything by I'ule. They knew what Frederick did at one 
place, and Napoleon at another. They were always thinking 
about what Napoleon would do. Unfortunately for their plans, 
the rebels would be thinking about something else. I don’t under- 
rate the value of military knowledge, but if men make war in 
slavish observances to rules, they will fail. No rules will apply to 
conditions of war as different as those which exist in Europe and 
America. Consequently, while our generals were working out 
problems of an ideal character, problems that would have looked 
well on a blackboard, practical facts were neglected. To that 
extent I consider remeihbrances of old campaigns a disadvantage. 
Even Napoleon showed that, for my impression is that his first 
success came because he made war in his own way, and not in 
imitation of others. War is progressive. I do not believe in luck 
in war any more than luck in business. Luck is a small matter, 
may affect a battle or a movement, but not a campaign or a 
career.” 

Conditions and not rules governed his actions. He 
did not resist circumstances, neither did he seek a 
justification for failure, nor did he blindly repeat 
methods which had led to success. In place he 
analysed circumstances and acted accordingly. He 
learned something of importance from each operation 
he undertook. From these lessons — and every engage- 
ment was a lesson, and not merely a victory or a 
defeat — ^he built up his art of war. 

His Physical and Moral Courage 

In all these many ^qualities there was little of the 
spectacular. JHe was an “ordinary scrubby-looking ' 
man with a slightly seedy look,’’ says Richard Henry 
Dana, eyeing him at^ Willard’s Hotel in , March, 1864. 
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But I prefer Colonel Lyman’s description of«liim in 
his delightful letters to his wife. On March 5, at 
Willard’s, “General Grant came in, with his little 
boy,” he writes, “and was immediately bored by 
being cheered, and then shaken by the hand by the 
OL ToXXo'J He is rather under middle height, of a 
spare strong build; light-brown hair, and short, 
light-brown beard. His eyes of a clear blue; forehead 
high; nose aquiline; jaw squarely set, but not 
sensual. His face has three expressions; Deep thought; 
extreme determination; and great simplicity and 
calmness.”®^ On April 12 he says: “Grant is a man 
of a good deal of rough dignity; rather taciturn; 
quick and decided in speech. He*habitually wears an 
expression as if he had determined to drive his head 
through a brick wall, and was about to do it. I have 
much confidence in him.”®® Again, on April 18: “He 
is a man of a natural, severe simplicity in ail things — 
the very way he wears his high-crowned felt hat 
shows this: he neither puts it on behind his ears, nor 
draws it over his eyes; much less does he cock it on 
one side, but sets it straight and very hard on his 
head. His riding is the same: without the slightest 
‘air,’ and, per contra, without affectation of homeliness; 
he sits firmly in the saddle and looks straight ahead, 
as if only intent on getting to some particular point. 
General Meade says he is a very am?able man, 
though his eye is stern and almost fierce-looking.”®^ 
Lastly, on June 12, the day the Army of the Potomac 
began to march to the James River; “He is an odd 
comfcination; there is one good thing, at any rate — 
he is the concentration of all that is American. He 
talks bad grammar, but he tallj^ it naturally, as much 
as to say, ‘I was so brought up and, if I try fine 
phrases, I shall only appear silly.’ Tlien his writing, 
though very terse and well expressed, isTull^of horrible 
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spelling, Inc fact, he has such an easy and straight- 
forward way that you almost think that he must be 
right and you wrong, in these httle matters Oi 
elegance.”''’® 

In these glimpses of Grant we obtain, I think, 
excellent pen-portraits of the man. There is nothing 
spectacular in them — the reverse, something reticent 
and deep. When before Fort Donelson he issued his 
dramatic terms to Buckner of “unconditional and 
immediate surrender,” which were not meant to be 
dramatic, the press and people cheered him to the 
echo. But he seldom did these things, for instinctively 
he crept out of the popular gaze, and not, like the 
normal general, int& it. 

His physical courage was acclaimed, for it could be 
seen and almost felt. As a subaltern, during the 
Mexican War, at Monterey, he had galloped through 
the bullet-swept streets in search for ammunition. 
Of this incident he says: “Before starting I adjusted 
myself on one side of my horse furthest from the 
enemy, and with only one foot holding to the cantle 
of the saddle, and an arm over the neck of the horse 
exposed, I started at full run. It was only at street 
crossings that my horse was under fire, but these I 
crossed at such a flying rate that generally I was 
under cover of the next block of houses before the 
enemy fired.”®® At Belmont, the first battle he fought 
during the Civil War, he was the last man to leave 
the field. As the transports were pushing out with his 
retiring little army, his horse “put' his fore feet well 
under him, slid down the bank and trotted afcroard 
the boat, twelve or fifteen feet away, over a single 
gang plank.”®’ WhQn Fort Harrison was captured, 
on September sag, 1864, Grant as usual was well 
forward, and came under heavy fire, one shell bursting 
immediately over him as he was writing a dispatch. 
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“The handwriting of the dispatch whan finished,” 
writes Porter, “did not bear the slightest evidence of 
the uncomfortable circumstances under which it was 
indited.”®* * 

Physical courage is, however, common to most 
soldiers; in fact, without physical courage a man 
can scarcely be called a soldier, for it is courage and 
not uniform or even obedience which is the soldier’s 
first qualification. But when courage is faced not by 
danger only but by physical suffering, it begins to 
assume a moral form. Thus, when Grant hobbled off 
his ship at Shiloh, he was not only confronted by a 
ruined army, but was crippled by an injured leg. His 
ride to Chattanooga was an equ^l test of endurance. 
He travelled over wretched roads, or “rather bridle- 
paths, over the mountains, and the severe injury to 
his leg which had been caused by a fall of his horse” 
was such that over the roughest places the soldiers 
had to carry him in their arms. “When he arrived 
he had to be lifted from his saddle, and was evidently 
experiencing much pain.”®® Though soaked by 
the rain, he refused to change his clothes, drew a 
chair up to the fireside, and after listening to what 
General Thomas had to say, he fired “whole volleys 
of questions at the officers present,” and early the 
next morning he reconnoitred the Brown’s Ferry 
position. * 

A deeper moral courage than the overcoming of 
suffering lay within him, a courage which could not 
be seen or measured. A little before the battle of 
Belmont, fought on November 7, 1861, Grant was 
ordered with his regiment to Salt River, Missouri, to 
round up a certain Thomas ^arris who there had 
established his camp. In his “Memoirs” Grant says: 
“As we approached the brow of the hill from which 
it was expected we could see Harris's camp, and 
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possibl^i; find his men ready formed to meet us, my 
heart kept getting higher and higher until it felt to 
me as though it was in my throat. I would have 
given anything then to have been back in Illinois, 
but I had not the moral courage to halt and consider 
what to do; I kept right on. When we reached a 
point from which the valley below was in full view 
I halted. The place where Harris had been encamped 
a fev/ days before was still there and the marks of a 
recent encampment were plainly visible, but the 
troops were gone. My heart resumed its place. It 
occurred to me at once that Harris had been as much 
afraid of me as I had been of him. This was a view 
of the question I had never taken before; but was 
one I never forgot afterwards. From that event to 
the close of the war, I never experienced trepidation 
upon confronting the enemy, though I always felt 
more or less anxiety. I never forgot that he had as 
much reason to fear my forces as I had his.”®® 

The remarkable point in this confession is not that 
Grant overcame his fears and “kept right on,” but 
that he analysed his fears. For a brief moment fear 
had mastered him, then he mastered fear, and having 
done so at once examined why it had mastered him. 
Having discovered the reason, he learned one of the 
most important lessons in generalship, namely, that 
he who fears the least holds the initiative, and that 
he who can make his adversary fear more than he 
does himself has already defeated him morally. It 
was because Grant could learn such lessons as this 
one, and not because he possessed a genius for<'>war, 
that he commands our admiration. 

The most remarkable example, I think, of his 
moral courage is to be found in his Vicksburg cam- 
paign. As the weather improved and the floods 
subsided. Grant determined to move down the 
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Mississippi and attack Vicksburg frogi the south. 
His leading generals, Sherman, McPherson, Logan 
and Wilson, strongly opposed this move. Sherman, 
the ablest of them, pointed out that the army could 
not be supplied by a single road. “Stop all troops 
till your army is partially supplied with wagons, 
and then act as quickly as possible, for this road will 
be jammed, as sure as life.”®^ But Grant had no 
intention of relying on this road; in place he had 
determined to accept a risk few generals have ever 
taken, namely, to cut loose from his base of supply 
and to live on the country. His moral courage here 
has seldom been equalled; not only did his generals 
oppose this move, believing it, to be suicidal; not 
only did he know that should Halleck, at Washington, 
learn of it than he would at once order its 'cancellation, 
but the move itself was obviously an extremely risky 
one. If it failed, it would fail utterly. Grant realized 
this, and such a failure meant the loss of the entire 
Mississippi valley except for New Orleans. It is 
not too much to say that had Grant been decisively 
defeated the South would have won the war. To-day 
we know that the fall of Vicksburg was the deciding 
factor in the war. Which was it to be? Grant could 
not possibly tell, yet single handed he accepted the 
risk, because he had carefully thought out his plan 
and the object was of such tremendous importance. 

Well may Badeau, one of his staflF officers, say: 

Grant was alone; liis most trusted subordinates besought 
him to change his plans, while his superiors were astounded at his 
tem^ity and strove to interfere. Soldiers of reputation and 
civilians in high places condemned, in advance, a campaign that 
seemed to them as hopeless as it was unprecedented. If he failed 
the country would concur with the Government and the Generals. 
Grant knew all this, and appreciated his danger, but was as in- 
vulnerable to the appreher&ions of ambition to the entreaties 
of friendship, or the anxieties even of patriotism. That quiet 
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confidence in ^imself which never forsook him, and which 
amounted indeed almost to a feeling of fate, was uninterrupted. 
Having once determined in a matter that required irreversible 
decision he never reversed, nor even misgave, but was steadily 
loyal to himself and his plans. This absolute and implicit faith 
was, however, as far as possible from conceit or enthusiasm; it 
was simply a consciousness or conviction, rather, which brought 
the very strength it believed in; which was itself strength, and 
which inspired others with a trust in him, because he w'as able 
thus to trust himself”*^ 

In the history of war such self-reliance is certainly 
as rare as genius. 

This moral courage and close reasoning the people 
could not see. They could not see it at Salt River, 
and they could no<t see it at Vicksburg, and few 
military historians have troubled to see what Sheridan 
saw when he wrote in his “Memoirs”: “When his 
military history is analysed after the lapse of years, it 
will be shown even more clearly than now, that 
during these [the final campaigns] as well as his 
previous campaigns, he was the steadfast center 
about and on which everything else turned.”®® 

His Magnanimity and Fellow-Feeling 

UnHke nearly every other general in this w'^ar, or 
any other war, Grant always accepted things as they 
were, devoting the whole of his energies in making 
the best of them. He accepted failure without 
recrimination, but never allowed himself to become 
resigned to it. Because he was always ready to^act, 
and because he was not afraid to fail, the psychological 
moment when to act was never missed by him. 
McClellan was never feady to strike, he was always 
asking for something he had not got, in fact he was 
never sure of himself. Lee was always asking for 
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advice or supplies, and Thomas, of Ghichamauga 
fame, a fine fighting general, delayed and delayed 
to engage Hood at Nashville because he was not 
certain of Victory, and wanted to make sure of it 
before he struck. 

Lincoln, who possessed that wonderful gift of looking 
into the hearts of men, said; “Grant is the first general 
I have had. You know how it has been with all the 
rest. As soon as I put a man in command of the 
army, he’d come to me with a plan of campaign and 
about as much as to say, ‘Now, I don’t believe I can 
do it, but if you say so. I’ll try it on,’ and so put the 
responsibility of success or failure on me. They all 
wanted me to be the General. Now, it isn’t so with 
Grant. He hasn’t told me what his plans are. I don’t 
know and I don’t want to know. I am glad to find 
a man that can go ahead without me. When any 
of the rest set out on a campaign, they would look 
over matters and pick out some one thing they were 
short of and they knew I couldn’t give ’em and tell 
me they couldn’t hope to win unless they had it; and 
it was most generally cavalry. Now, when Grant took 
hold, I was waiting to see what his pet impossibility 
would be, and I reckoned it would be cavalry, of 
course, for we hadn’t horses enough to mount what 
men we had. There were fifteen thousand or there- 
abouts up near Harper’s Ferry and no hofses to put 
them on. Well, the other day. Grant sends to me about 
those very men, just as I expected; but what he 
wanted to know w^s whether he could make infantry 
of thsHi or disband ’em. He doesn’t ask impossibilities 
of me, and he’s the first general I have had that 
didn’t.”®^ 

By not asking his diflSculties remained unknown; 
by not quarrelling with the Government'and damning 
the politicians he made no spectacles, creating few 
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problems in ^ivhich the newspapers and the populace 
could take sides and advertise their own views. He 
did not light up the gloom of the war with the fire- 
works of abuse. He did not quarrel with his sub- 
ordinates or his staff. Possessed of a boundless capacity 
to forget and forgive, personal or public quarrels, 
which are so magnetic to the human desire for 
sensation, never blemished his history or threw it into 

the limelight. . , , . 

His regard for others and his relationship with his 
fellow-men were exceptional. He was always more 
concerned about preventing disasters to the aimies 
of his distant commanders than to the troops under 
his own personal direction,”*® says Horace Porter; 
and General Burnside once said of him: “If there is 
any quality for which General Grant is particularly 
characterized, it is that of magnanimity. He is one 
of the most magnanimous men I ever knew. He is 
entirely unambitious and unselfish.”*® “It was a 
principle with him never to abandon a comrade 
‘under fire’; and a friend in disgrace, as well as a 
friend in trouble, could depend upon him until Grant 
himself found him guilty.”®’ When, on April 8, 1863, 
Sherman wrote to Rawlins objecting to Grant' s move 
south of Vicksburg, Grant folded up the letter without 
comment and never mentioned its existence.®* 
Similarly,*" when in September, 1864, he hurried to 
Charlestown, Va., with a plan in his pocket for 
Sheridan, finding him so thoroughly ready to move, as 
he said to Badeau, in 1878, “so cronfident of success 
when he did move, and his plan so thoroughly ma^tured, 
that I did not let him know this, and gave him no 
order whatever except the authority to move. ... I 
was so pleased that I left, and got as far as possible 
from the field before the attack, lest the papers might 
attribute to me what was due to him.”*® Again, on 
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May 12, 1864, when General Edward J(^nsonmds sent 
a prisoner to Grant’s headquarters, “Grant, out of 
consideration for his feehngs, passed round the 
dispatches from Hancock instead of reading them 
aloud.” 

Thus to his enemies he was the same as to his 
friends. He fought to win a cause and not solely to 
defeat those who were opposed to it; it was the 
Confederate cause he was fighting, and not the 
Confederate soldiers and people. “Why humiliate a 
brave enemy?” he asked after Donelson and after 
Vicksburg, and when Lee finally surrendered it was 
the same — ^why humiliate? What sense was there 
in doing so? Was not the objeCt of the war to re- 
establish the Union, a union of the North and the 
South, and would not this union be more perfectly 
established by showing the people of the Confederacy 
that it was their cause which was at fault, and that 
once they abandoned it all were again one people — 
Americans? 

Here, once again, the outlook is spiritual rather 
than material, something which can be sensed and not 
grasped, something which eludes the common eye, 
and a voice too still for the common ear. 

He went to work without quarrelling with himself, 
or with his friends or foes, surely and silently over- 
coming difficulties, never losing faith in lifs cause, in 
his men or in himself This amazing trust led him 
on from Donelson to Shiloh, to Vicksburg, to Chatta- 
nooga and throtigh the Wilderness to the end 
whiofe was haloed by his magnanimity to his great 
opponent. 

His imperturbability was the^stability of his army; 
his fearless decisions were its motive force. From the 
tangled depths of the Wilderness, Pdpe, Burnside, 
Hooker and Meade had turned back in dismay. By 
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the everting 6 f May 6, 1864, both sides were fought 
to a standstill, yet Grant’s one idea was to advance. 
The hour of this decision was, in Sherman’s judgment, 
the supreme moment in Grant’s life: Ufidismayed, 
he writes, “with a full comprehension of the importance 
of the work in which he was engaged, feeling as 
keen a sympathy for his dead and wounded as any- 
one, and without stopping to count his numbers, he 
gave his orders calmly, specifically and absolutely: 
‘Forward to Spottsylvania.””^ The effect of this 
decision upon the Army of the Potomac was electric. 
“At the Chancellorsville House we turned to the 
right,” writes Frank Wilkeson, “instantly all of us 
heaved a sigh of relief We marched free. The men 
began to sing. The enlisted men understood the 
flanking movement. That night we were happy.”’’® 
His pertinacity led his men over every obstacle. 
Once at Vicksburg he stopped at the house of a 
Confederate woman for a drink of water. This woman 
taunted him, asking him if he ever expected to take 
the fortress: “Certainly,” he replied. “But when?” 
“I cannot tell exactly when I shall take the town, 
but I mean to stay here till I do, if it takes me thirty 
years.” At Spottsylvania on May ii, 1864, though 
his losses had been severe, he wrote to President 
Lincoln, saying: “I propose to fight it out on this line 
if it takes ail summer,”’’^ and he did. After the battle 
of Five Forks, towards the end of March, 1865, when 
the roads were reduced to a porridge of mud, and 
when elation turned to gloom, for afl thought that the 
army would founder. Grant once again rose^with 
the occasion. He saw horses sinking to their bellies, 
and wagons half-subijaerged on the roadside and in 
the fields, many of which were churned up to quick- 
sands;’® but he knew that the decisive hour had 
struck, so in place of calling a halt he kept right on 
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to the very end, “right on” as he had*don^ at Salt 
River. 

Lincoln understood this strange man who moved 
his army ever forwards, silently and surely, as a 
dynamo moves some great machine. Once when 
urged to dismiss him, and this was frequently sug- 
gested, he turned round and earnestly replied; “I 
can’t spare this man; he fights!”’® Few others under- 
stood him, and least of all the multitudes of his 
generation. They would shout themselves hoarse 
when he gained some victory, but how he gained it 
was beyond their comprehension. He said very little, 
and was seemingly commonplace in his everyday life, 
a curious mask of a man whose soul was as unfathom- 
able to them as was the soul of his great namesake, 
Ulysses of the Odyssey, of whom Fendon wrote: 
“His heart is an unfathomable depth; his secret lies 
beyond the line of subtlety and fraud; he is the 
friend of truth; saying nothing that is false, but, 
when it is necessary, conceding what is true; his 
wisdom is, as it were, a seal upon his lips which is 
never broken but for an important purpose.” No 
wonder he remained an enigma in the popular mind. 

Thus it happened, when his work v/as finished, 
and his simplicity was obliterated by the majesty of 
a stupendous mausoleum, the spirit that was in him 
was hidden behind the mask, and a mummy of the 
man was left to be gazed upon by the curious. This 
enigma never gave way to the myth, and it is mytho- 
logical men, men *who have become deified and not 
petriffed in the minds of the people who attract 
historians; conversely it is the enigmatic man who 
so frequently repels them. Hance Grant is still so 
little understood. Though the greatqgt general of 
his age, and one of the greatest strategists of any age, 
he is little quoted in military histories and text-books. 
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Still hal it to be realized that as btierman saia oi mis 
simple and modest friend: “Each epoch creates its 
own agents, and General Grant more clearly than 
any other man impersonated the American character 
of i86i-6Ei. He will stand, therefore, as the typical 
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CHAPTER m 

THE PERSONALITY OF LEE 

Lee — the Virginian 

On the tombstone which marked the final resting- 
place of two brothers, one a Federal and the other 
a Confederate, a Kentucky father cut these words: 
“God knows which was right.” Such also was the 
doubtful state of Colonel Robert E. Lee’s mind in 
December, i860, when in a letter he wrote: “While I 
wish to do what is right, I am unwilling to do what is 
wrong at the bidding of the South or of the North.” ^ 
Here began that battle between his heart and his 
head. The one represented the Virginian within 
him, the other the American. “As an American 
citizen,” he wrote from Fort Mason, Texas, on 
January 23, 1861, “I take a great pride in my country. 
... I can anticipate no greater calamity . . . than 
a dissolution of the Union. . . . Secession is nothing 
but revolution. . . . Still, a Union that can only be 
maintained by swords and bayonets, and in which 
strife and civil war are to take the place of brotherly 
love and kindness, has no charm for me.”^ As regards 
slavery, his views are as definite: “There are few, I 
belie'^e, in this enlightened age,” he wrote in 1856, 
“who will not acknowledge that slavery as an institu- 
tion is a moral and political evS in any country. It 
is useless to expatiate oa its disadvant^es. I think 
it a greater evil to the white than to the black race”;® 
and again on another occasion: “I have always 
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observe'd tha\ wherever you find the negro, every- 
thing is going down around him, and wherever you 
find the white man, you see everything^ around him 
improving.”^ Yet to oppose this institution was 
contrary to Lee’s principles; this question must be 
left to Providence, “we must leave the progress as 
well as the result in his hands, who sees the end and 
who chooses to work by slow things, and with whom 
a thousand years are but as a single day.^ Thus was 
waged that battle of heart and head in which the 
former won, though the head was convinced from the 
beginning that if it came to a clash of arms the cause 
was lost. On April 7, 1865, two days before his 
surrender to Grant, he said to General Pendleton’. 
“I have never believed we could, against the gigantic 
combination for our subjugation, make good in the 
long run our independence unless foreign powers 
should, directly or indirectly, assist us. . . . But such 
considerations really made with me no difference. 
We had, I was satisfied, sacred principles to maintain 
and rights to defend, for which we were in duty bound 
to do our best, even if we perish in the endeavour. 
Then in this conversation shoots forth another beam of 
inner light. General Pendleton had been deputed by a 
number of principal officers to explain to him that 
further resistance was hopeless, and that negotiations 
should be opened for a surrender. On hearing this 
Lee exclaimed: “Oh, no, I trust it has not come to 
that”; and then added, “General^ we have yet too 
many bold men to think of laying down our arms. 
The enemy do not fight with spirit, while ouf boys 
still do. Besides, if I were to say a word to the Federal 
commander he would regard it as such a confession 
of weakness as to make it the condition of demanding 
unconditional surrender — a proposal to which I will 
never listen.”® 
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Here we have revealed to us the personal pride of 
the soldier, the true soldier, the man who cannot and 
will not follow in the footsteps of such lesser men as 
Buckner and 'Pemberton^ who though his heart is ever 
willing to surrender to Providence, his pride will 
surrender to no man. Illogical, perhaps, but one of 
those contradictions which is the essence of human 
nature, and which made Lee what he was — ^at one 
and the same time a humble Christian and a proud 
aristocrat. In his last interview with General Scott 
he is reputed to have said: “I can not raise my hand 
against my children,” ’ and after the war he exclaimed : 
“I did only what my duty demanded. I could have 
taken no other course without dishonour. And if it 
were all to be done over again, I should act in precisely 
the same manner.”® 

Deep in Lee^s soul it was the voice of his ancestors 
that was speaking. Richard Lee who, in 1641, came 
from Stratford-Langton, in England, to Virginia, 
who had assisted Sir William Berkeley its governor in 
keeping this State in allegiance to the Crown when 
Cavalier fought Roundhead and Charles I went down 
before Cromwell and his Ironsides. Above all the 
voice of his father — ^Harry Lee, Light-horse Lee, the 
friend and trusty henchman of Washington, the same 
Lee who wrote to Joseph Reed, in 1780, saying: 
“However, I have learned the art of being happy 
under distress. I have done my duty, so far as I know, 
faithfully.”® The blood of his ancestors called him, 
and sorrowfully l&oking down from the heights of 
Arlington upon the capital of the Union, he un- 
sheathed his sword in defence of his native State, his 
home, his children, his traditiqjis and his God. In 
one of his first general , orders he says: “They [the 
Confederate soldiers] cannot barter manhood for 
peace nor the right of self-government for life or 
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property. . Let us oppose constancy to adversity, 
fortitude to suffering, and courage to danger, with 
the firm assurance that He who gave freedom to our 
fathers will bless the efforts of their •' children to 
preserve it.” 

From this it will be seen that Lee was no ordinary 
man; a strange man, not the last of his race but the 
last of an epoch — a pious age of Christian men, 
followers of Knox, Cranmer, Wesley and Bunyan. ^ A 
knight-errant and one of the greatest of this fraternity. 
When on September 17, 1862, the remnants of Hood's 
division passed him, he exclaimed; Great God! 
where is the splendid division you had this morning? 
And when told that its men were lying on the field 
of battle, he said: “Gentlemen, we will not cross the 
Potomac to-night. ... If McClellan wants to fight 
in the morning, I will give him battle again. Go!”“ 
Rightly he belonged to feudal times, those days in 
which the blood of the few was the driving-force of 
the many. “He loved the old country-houses of old 
Virginian families, simple-minded and honourable 
folks, attached, like himself, to the soil of Virginia,” 
writes his nephew. Had not his father said: “Virginia 
is my country, her will I obey, however lamentable 
the fate to which it may subject me,”^® and how 
could he do otherwise but follow in his footsteps? A 
Virginian at heart, far more so than an American, 
Lee strode into the war never forgetting that he was a 
Virginian, and though he led the Confederate cause, 
it was in Virginia he fought and 'for Virginia that 
spiritually he died. When he marched to Sharpiburg 
(Antietam), it was Virginia which called him; when 
he marched to Gettysburg it was the same.^^ After 
the war, whm the great illusion had vanished, he 
turned to a lady who had brought to him her two 
sons, and said; “Madam, don’t bring up your sons 
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to detest the United States Government. Recollect 
that we form but one country, novo. Abandon all 
these local animosities, and make your sons 
Americans.”*® 

What it must have cost him to effect this inward 
change it is impossible to know, for Lee was a proud 
man yet a man who hid his pride. He would talk 
of the enemy as “those people,” and of his adversary 
Grant as “that man,” but only when agitated. 
Outwardly he was humility itself In June, 1864, 
when pinned down at Petersburg by Grant, he wrote 
to his wife: “God has been very merciful and kind 
to us, and how thankless and sinful I have been.”^® 
Such sentences teem throughout* his letters, yet he 
was a man of hot temper and strong passions; but 
with few exceptions he kept them under control, 
maintaining a mien of calm dignity. When a question 
concerned him directly he could be severe; for 
instance, when he heard that some of Moshy's troopers 
had been hung by Sheridan, in retaliation he ordered 
a number of Custer’s men to be shot.’^'^ On one 
occasion he spoke roughly to Colonel Venable, one of 
his staff, and then when this officer had made his 
report and had thrown himself on the ground and 
was asleep, Lee took an oil-cloth poncho from his 
own shoulders and lightly drew it over his sleeping 
aide.^® On another he spoke very angrily to a scout, 
Goode by name, but upon finding that he had com- 
mitted an injustice, he came out of his tent, “com- 
manded his orderly to have supper with hot coffee 
put dll the table for Goode, made him sit in his own 
camp-chair at the table, stood at the fire near by, 
and performed all the duties of a, hospitable host. . . .” 
Well may General Long write: “Few generals ever 
made such thorough amends to a private soldier for 
an injustice done him in anger.”^® 
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He w^3-s very generous and amazingly gentle. At 

Gettysburg he passed a wounded Federal who, seeing 
him, raised himself up and shouted in defiance: 
“Hurrah for the Union!” Then this man says: “The 
general heard me, looked, stopped his horse, dis- 
mounted, and came towards me. I confess that I at 
first thought he meant to kill me. But as he came up 
he looked down at me with such a sad expression 
upon his face that all fear left me, and I wondered 
what he was about. He extended his hand to me, and 
grasping mine firmly and looking right into my eyes, 
said: ‘My son, I hope you will soon be well’ ... As 
soon as the general had left me I cried myself to 
sleep there upon the bloody ground.” 

The Man and the Legend 

Born on January 19, 1807, at Stratford, the ancient 
manor-house of the Lees of Virginia, Robert E. Lee 
owed much of his nobility of nature to his mother. 
His father died when he was still a small boy, yet he 
seems never to have forgotten a brief sentence written 
by him in a letter dated September 3, 1817. It was as 
follows: “ ‘A man ought not only to be virtuous in 
reality, but he must also always appear so’; thus said 
to me the great Washington,”-^ and on this text Lee, 
the man, modelled himself Left with his mother he 
was always watchful over her; doing tlie marketing, 
attending to household duties, looking after the 
horses and acting the “little man” with a disc?etion 
unusual in a boy of his age. She taught him self- 
denial, and unconsciously self-sacrifice, and there can 
be little doubt that she softened his proud nature, 
and perhaps over-much so. Early in the war he 
writes: “To-day my tent came up, and I am in it, 
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yet I fear I shall not sleep for thinking of fihe poor 
men.” Again: “My heart bleeds at the death of 
every one of our gallant men.” He loved the gentle- 
ness of yourig girls, was an advocate of early matri- 
mony, liked writing about it, was at ease in the 
society of women, “honouring a woman as a woman,” 
and consequently seldom appealed to them as a man 
normally does. For instance, Mrs. Chesnut says: “Ail 
the same, I like Smith Lee better, and I like his looks 
too. I know Smith Lee well. Can anybody say they 
know his brother? I doubt it. He looks so cold, quiet, 
and grand.” Another spritely lady, Mrs. Pickett, 
said much the same: “Lee” she writes, “was a great 
soldier and a good man, but I never wanted to put 
my arms round his neck, as I used to want to do to 
Joe Johnston 

On March 10, 1868, he writes to a young niece 
and tells her he has received “a very pretty picture 
from a young lady in Baltimore,” and two days later 
to his son Robert, saying: “A farmer’s motto should 
be toil and trust.” Nearly all his letters are like these 
two, full of commonplaces and good advice. In them 
his nature appears distinctly soft and proper, and 
because of this I think we can trace many of his 
failures as a general, which on account of his self- 
sacrificing dignity and austerity were lost to sight in 
that sanctity which soon began to envelop him, until 
the man was frozen into the saint. Yet in spite of this 
unsought halo, Lee was a man. 

In 1825 he werft to West Point, and at once became, 
anykow to historians, the “blue-eyed” boy of the 
Academy. There, we are told by his nephew Fitzhugh 
Lee, he was “a model cadet . . . his . . . trousers 
were as white as the driven snow mounting guard 
upon the mountain top. . . . He n’bver ‘ran the 
sentinel post,’ did not go off the limits to the ‘Benny 
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Havens’ of Kis day, or put ‘dummies’ in his bed to 
deceive the officer in charge as he made his inspection 
after taps. . . In short, he never behaved like a 
boy should. He was tall and of fine fighre, and later 
on in life he was reputed to be “the handsomest man 
in the army.”®® 

As a young man he was far more human than 
towards the close of his life. His letters during the 
Mexican War possess some life; even in one of them 
he asks his naval brother to obtain for him “a box or 
two of claret, one of brandy, and four colored shirts,” 
but our rising enthusiasm is at once damped when we 
are told by his nephew that “it seems he wanted some 
liquors, in all probability, for his guests.”®® But 
when he became an old man and President of Washing- 
ton College, so little humanity was left in him that 
he cut down the one week’s holiday at Christmas to 
Christmas day itself No wonder he was respected 
rather than loved by his students. 

In 1831 he married Mary Randolph Custis, great- 
granddaughter of Martha Custis, the wife of George 
Washington. This marriage, so I think, had a marked 
moral influence upon him, for in the eyes of the world 
it made him the representative of the family which 
had founded American liberty. So, I feel, that when 
estimating his conduct at the outbreak of the Civil 
War, this feet should be remembered. More than ever 
had he now a reputation to live up to — the reputation 
of Washington, and from this day onwards he became 
his representative on earth. 

In the Mexican War he distinguished himself beyond 
all his brother officers. His pluck and daring were 
the common topic of the camp. General Scott 
mentions him in one of his dispatches as “the gallant 
and indefatigable Captain Lee of the Engineers,” 
reporting that “the brilliant victory of Contreras” 
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was made possible “only by Captain Lis^s service.”®" 
From this war onwards, more and more did Lee 
become the beau ideal of Southern chivalry; the 
typical country gentleman, rather Victorian, very 
staid, courteous and kindly, but frozen up in an 
austere dignity which induced veneration but repelled 
all emotionalism. Then came the war, and with 
Stephen Vincent Benet we may say: 

‘^You too are a legend now 

And the legend has made your fame and has dimmed that fame, 
— ^The victor strikes and the beaten man goes down 
But the years pass and the legend covers them both, 

The beaten cause turns into the magic cause.” 

Lee ceases to be a man of human passions, he 
becomes the idol of a mythical cause — State Freedom, 
which, as I have shown in Chapter I, though alive 
in theory was dead in fact; for in i86i the age of 
steam had begun to fuse all States into one whole. 
He became, as Benet truly says: “The incarnation 
of a national dream” — 

‘‘Of the America we have not been, 

The tropic empire, seeking the warm sea, 

The last foray of aristocracy 

Based not on dollars or initiative 

Or any blood for what that blood was worth 

But on a certain code, a manner of birth.” 

% 

As an individual apart from the war there is 
nothing remarkable in Lee's character and personality, 
except that he was pre-eminently a good man; he 
possessed no personal ambition, no sense of humour 
except of a polite bantering type; he was very 
generous, as I have shown, kind though somewhat 
austere towards others. Then Same the war, and at 
once these very virtues made him st«,nd out from 
among his fellows. “He always seemed anxious to 
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keep himself in the background,” writes Colonel 
Taylor, “to suppress all consideration of himself, to 
prevent any notice of himself. A more modest man 
did not live.”® 3 General says: 

“It was his constant feeling that he was living and working to 
an end that constituted the source of General Leis magnanimity 
and put him far above any petty jealousy. He looked at every- 
thing as unrelated to himself, and only as it affected the cause he 
was serving. This is shown in his treatment of his subordinates. 
He had no favorites, no unworthy partialities. On one occasion 
he spoke highly of an officer and remarked that he ought to be 
promoted. Some surprise was expressed at this, and it was said 
that that particular officer had sometimes spoken disparagingly 
ofhim. T cannot help that,’ said the general; ‘he is a good soldier, 
and would be useful in a higher position.’ As he judged of the 
work of others, so he judged of his own. A victory gave him 
pleasure only as it contributed to the end he had in view, an 
honourable peace and the happiness of his country. It was for 
this cause that even his greatest victories produced in him no 
exaltation of spirits: he saw the end yet far off. He even thought 
more of what might have been done than of what was actually 
accomplished. In the same way a reverse gave him pain, not as 
a private but as a public calamity. He was the ruling spirit of his 
army. His campaigns and battles were his own. 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

“There was no hestitation or vacillation about him. When he 
had once formed a plan the orders for its execution were positive, 
decisive, and final. The army which he so long commanded is a 
witness for him. He imbued it with his own spirit; it reflected his 
energy and d,evotion.”®^ 

I think this is a very just appreciation. He stood 
so apart from his men, that in their eyes he became 
the cause for which they were fighting. Colonel 
Marshall, another of his staff officers, notices this and 
says: “To them he represented cause, country, and 
aik”35 His bravery magnetized them, for Lee had 
no fear of personal Sanger. When his plans were 
working smoGthly, generally' he was well in rear of 
the battle-front, but when they were threatened by 
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disaster he immediately rode forward.^"' In General 
Long's opinion, ‘'"General Lee never unnecessarily 
courted danger, though 'he never cautiously avoided 
it/3 3 6 Durirlg the fighting in the Wilderness Lee rode 
forward, and he did so again in the battle for the 
salient at Spottsylvania. Of this incident General 
Gordon writes: 

^^Lee looked a very god of war. Calmly and grandly, he rode to 
a point near the center of my line and turned his horse’s head to 
the front, evidently resolved to lead in person the desperate 
charge and drive Hancock back or perish in the effort. I knew 
what he meant; and although the passing moments were of 
priceless value, I resolved to arrest him in his effort, and thus save 
to the Confederacy the life of its great leader. I was at the center 
of that line when General Lee rode to it. With uncovered head, 
he turned his face toward Hancock’s advancing column. 
Instantly I spurred my horse across old Traveller’s [Lee^s favourite 
charger] front, and grasping his bridle in my hand, I checked 
him. Then, in a voice which I hoped might reach the ears of my 
men and command their attention, I called out, ‘General Lee^ 
you shall not lead my men in a charge. No man can do that, 
sir. Another is here for that purpose. These men behind you are 
Georgians, Virginians, and Carolinians. They have never 
failed you on any field. They will not fail you here. Will you, 
boys?’ The response came like a mighty anthem that must have 
stirred his emotions as no other music could have done. . . . 
‘No, no, no; we’ll not fail him’ ... I shouted to General Lee^ 
‘You must go to the rear.’ The echo, ‘General Lee to the rear! 
General Lee to the rear!’ rolled back with tremendous emphasis 
from the throats of my men.”^^ ^ 

That Lee could bring out what was best in others 
is undoubted, and little by little the valour of his 
army encircled hhn like the halo of a saint. He was 
both® a Sidney and a Bayard, a man of high nobility 
of mind and high bravery of heart. Every soldier of 
the South turned to him as a devout Catholic turns 
towards the Virgin Mother. At Gettysburg, though 
the terrible repulse of tlie Confederate Assault on the 
third day of this battle was entirely due to his faulty 
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orders, no mSn blamed him, he alone blamed himself. 
Colonel Fremantle, an eye-witness, says: “If Long- 
streefs conduct was admirable, that of General Lee 
was perfectly sublime. He was engaged in rallying 
and in encouraging the broken troops, and was 
riding about a little in front of the wood, quite alone — 
the whole of his staff being engaged in a similar 
manner further to the rear. His face, which is always 
placid and cheerful, did not show signs of the slightest 
disappointment, care, or annoyance; and he was 
addressing to every soldier he met a few words of 
encouragement, such as: ‘All this will become right 
in the end: we’ll talk it over afterwards; but, in the 
meantime, all good men must rally. We want all 
good and true men just now,’ etc. . . . He said to 
me, ‘This has been a sad day for us, Colonel — a sad 
day; but we can’t expect always to gain victories.’ 

When Lee surrendered to Grant not a man blamed 
him, and so deep was their regard for him that they 
seldom cheered him; in place they would take off 
their hats and gaze upon him in silent veneration. 

Heroism and self-sacrifice, and not generalship, 
were the foundations of this cult, a cult exalted and 
fostered by the poverty of the South, and by the very 
omissions in generalship which, as I shall show, 
marked Lee’s career. Though the patriotism of the 
South wasfintense, it was also patchy; there was much 
selfishness as well as self-sacrifice, and not a little 
shirking and an abundance of weakness and mis- 
management. But the myth which arose out of the 
cult of valour has obscured most of these Tacts. 
Fitzhugk Lee loves to tell us, that the Southern soldier 
was a veritable tatterdemalion, loading and firing 
his rifle with no hope of reward, no promise of pro- 
motion, no phy, and scanty rations,” wfiich is not 
altogether true. Henderson repeats this description 
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in his Stonewall Jackson', and when it com^s to Southern 
generals the myth takes on an exaggerated form: 
Thus Jeb Stuart was not only a Prince Rupert, but a 
Murat and '3. Seidlitz rolled into one.^® 

With Lee the myth becomes transcendental. Even 
before the war General Scott had said that he was 
“the greatest military genius in America,”*^ which 
may be true enough; and then immediately after the 
war broke out, and he was appointed Commander- 
in-Chief of the Virginia forces, at the convention 
which followed, Mr. Janney, its president, at once 
compared him with Washington. Thus did the 
myth begin to sprout, and it grew and grew until 
every child in the Confederacy* knew him though 
they had never seen him, and tiny tots would run up 
to him and cry: “We know you are General Lee! 
We have got your picture!”^® 

Of Chancellorsville, for instance. Colonel Marshall 
paints for us this battle icon: 

“The fierce soldiers, with their faces blackened with the smoke 
of battle, the wounded, crawling with feeble limbs from the fury 
of the devouring flames, all seemed possessed with a common 
impulse. One long, unbroken cheer, in which the feeble cry of 
those who lay helpless on the earth blended with the strong 
voices of those who still fought, rose high above the roar of battle 
and hailed the presence of the victorious chief. He sat in the full 
realization of all that soldiers dream of — triumph; and as I 
looked on him in the complete fruition of the succ&s which his 
genius, courage, and confidence in his army had won, I thought 
that it must have been from such scenes that men in ancient days 
ascended to the dignit^y of the gods.”^* 

Tljfn, when the war was over, this triumphant 
grandeur was apotheosized. General Gordon writes: 

was never really beaten. Lee could not be 
beaten! Overpowered, foiled in’* his efforts, he might 
be, but never defeated until the props which supported 
him gave way.”*® Benjamin H. Hill exclaims: “He 
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was a foe without hate, a friend without treachery, a 
soldier without cruelty, and a victim without murmur- 
ing. He was a public officer without vices, a private 
citizen without wrong, a neighbour withbut reproach, 
a Christian without hypocrisy, and a man without 
guilt. He was Caesar without his ambition, Frederick 
without his tyranny, Napoleon without his selfishness, 
and Washington without his reward. He was as 
obedient to authority as a servant and royal in 
authority as a king. He was as gentle as a woman in 
life, pure and modest as a virgin in thought, watchful 
as a Roman vestal, submissive to law as Socrates, and 
grand in battle as Achilles.”^® 

This myth, in which the idol replaced the man, 
swept over the whole civilized world, until w'e find 
so enlightened a writer as Colonel G. F. R. Henderson 
saying: “At the head of the Confederate Army was 
General Lee, undoubtedly one of the greatest, if not 
the greatest, soldier who ever spoke the English 
tongue.”*'^ This estimate has been accepted as fact 
by practically every subsequent historian. 

From these fulsome and uncritical adulations, 
which can do justice to no man, it is refreshing to turn 
to the judgment of one who was never swept off his 
feet by popular emotions. General Grant, during his 
voyage round the world, said to J. Russell Young: 

n 

''I never ranked Lee so high as some others in the army; that is 
to say I never had so much anxiety when he was in my front as 
when Joe Johnston was in front. Lee was a^good man, a fair com- 
mander, and had everything in his favour. He was a man who 
needed sunshine. . . . Lee was of a slow, cautious naturt?^ with- 
out imagination, or humour, always the same, with grave dignity. 
The illusion that heavy odds beat him will not stand the ultimate 
light of history. I kno'W it is not true. was a good deal a 
headquarters general, from what X can hear and from what his 
officers say. He was almost too old for active service- — the best 
service in the field.” 
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Grant’s appreciation may not be a laultless one, 
yet I cannot help feeling that the most fervent admirer 
of Lee must agree that on the face of it it sounds more 
honest than ?hose others I have quoted. Anyhow, I 
think it is a good starting-point from where we can 
begin to disentangle the great man from the great 
myth. 


His Reliance on God 

The Duke of Wellington is reputed once to have 
said, that it was not possible to apply Christian 
principles to war. Well, he was wrong, for Lee did 
so, and though had he not dont? so he might have 
been a greater general, through doing so, and because 
of his high chivalry and nobility of nature, there can 
be no doubt that this fact has been obscured. He 
himself said in a letter to Mr. Seddon, Secretary of 
War, dated March 6, 1864, ‘T think it better to do 
right, even if we suffer in so doing, than to incur the 
reproach of our consciences and posterity.”^® This 
* high ideal coloured the whole of his generalship. 

Lee was a member of the Episcopal Church; he was 
not so much a religious man as a man absorbed in 
religion; his every letter shows this, and so do many 
of his orders. For instance, in September, i86r, 
having'^failed in West Virginia, he wrote tb his wife: 
“But the Ruler of the Universe willed otherwise and 
sent a storm to disconcert a well-laid plan and to 
destroy my hopes*’;®® and on August 13, 1863, he 
issued the following order to his army: “Soldiers! 
we have sinned against Almighty God ... we have 
relied too much on our own arnis for the achievement 
of our independence. God is our only refuge and our 
strength. Let us humble ourselves before Him. . . .”®^ 
To even more so than to Cromwell, God was 
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the giver of*victory, consequently to stand in the 
favour of God was something far more desirable than 
mere generalship. 

When die war broke out Bishop Wilmef said to him: 

“Is it your expectation that the issue of this war 
will be to perpetuate the institution of slavery?” 

“The hiture is in the hands of Providence,” 
answered Lee. “If the slaves of the South were mine, I 
would surrender them all without a struggle to avert 
this war.” 

“Are you sanguine of the result [of the war]?” 
asked the Bishop. 

“At present I am not concerned with results,” 
replied Lee. “God’s will ought to be our aim, and I 
am contented that His designs should be accomplished 
and not mine.”®^ 

Lee was in fact a fatalist. In April, 1857, he wrote 
in a letter: “I feel always as safe in the wilderness as 
in the crowded city. I know^ in whose powerful hands 
I am, and on Him I rely and feel that in all our life 
we are upheld and sustained by Divine Providence.”®® 
Of him, during the winter of 1864-1865, his nephew 
rightly says: “It was the old heathen picture of ‘man 
sublimely contending with Fate to the admiration of 
the gods, accepting the last test of endurance, and 
with the smile of a sublime resolution risking the last 
defiance oi fortune’.”®* Then, when he was dead, a 
writer in the New York Herald said: “Even as in the 
days of his triumph glory did not intoxicate, so when 
the dark clouds swept over him adversity did not 
depress. From the hour that he surrendered his 
sword at Appomattox to the fatal autumn morning 
[of his death] he pa.5:sed among men, noble in his 
quiet, simple dignity, displaying neither bitterness nor 
regret over the irrevocable past.”®® 

“God’s will be done,” was the text of his life, for as 
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Gamaliel Bradford writes: “God gives the victory. 
God permits the defeat. God sends rain to mire the 
Virginia roads. He sends his sunshine to make them 
passable agaih. If God is appealed to passionately 
enough, devoutly enough, humbly enough, we win. 
If we lose, it is because we have not honored God 
sufficiently. ... So I think we may conclude that 
the cardinal fact oi Lee’s life was God.”®® 

To Lee, “duty” was but another word for “the 
Divine Will.” To his son, G. W. Custis Lee, he once 
wrote: “In regard to duty, let me in conclusion of 
this hasty letter, inform you that nearly a hundred 
years ago there was a day of remarkable gloom and 
darkness, still known as ‘the Dark Day’ — a day when 
the light of the sun was slowly extinguished as if by 
an eclipse. The legislature of Connecticut was in 
session, and as its members saw the unexpected and 
unaccountable darkness coming on they shared in the 
general awe and terror. It was supposed by many 
that the Last Day, the day of judgment, had come. 
Someone, in the consternation of the hour, moved an 
adjournment. Then there arose an old Puritan 
legislator, Davenport of Stamford, who said that if 
the Last Day had come he desired to be found at his 
place doing his duty, and therefore moved that 
candles be brought in, so that the House could proceed 
with its duty. There was quietness in tllat man’s 
mind — the quietness of heavenly wisdom and inflexible 
willingness to obey present duty. Do your duty in 
all things, like th’e old Puritan. You cannot do 
more-^you should never wish to do less.”®’ Again, 
upon another occasion: “There is a true glory and a 
true honor, the glory of duty .^one, the honor of 
the integrity of principle.”®® “Duty first,” writes 
Colonel Taylor in his Four Tears with General Lee, “was 
the rule of his life, and his every thought, word and 
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action W3.s made to square with duty s inexorable 

demands”;®* yet he was tolerant towards the religious 
faith of others,®® he was not only too meek but too 
just to persecute. 

This sense of duty was carried to such an extreme, 
that as Jefferson Davis said: “He was unwillirig^ to 
offend anyone who was wearing a sword and striking 
blows for the Confederacy” consequently, in- 
competence, if devout, was no blemish in Lee s eyes. 
Without wishing to be ironical, Lee’s religious outlook 
may well be compared to that of the darlde minister 
who exclaimed: “Brethren ef de Lord tell m.e to jump 
through a stone wall, I’s gwine to jump at it; jumpin 
at it ’longs to me, g'oin’ through it ’longs to God.” 

As regards himself, he avoided all duties which he 
considered belonged to others. “Be content to do 
what you can for the well-being of what properly 
belongs to you,” he wrote to his wife, “commit the 
rest to those who are responsible.”®® This rigid 
principle controlled the whole of his generalship. 
“My interference in battle would do more harm 
than good,” he said. “I have, then, to rely on my 
brigade and division commanders. I think and work 
with all my power to bring the troops to the right 
place at the right time; then I have done my duty. 
As soon as I order them forward into battle, I leave 
my army in the hands of God”;®® or may I be allowed 
to suggest — in the hands of his subordinate com- 
manders. Thus it happened that when such men 
as Jackson and Stuart were gone, 'his generalship so 
often failed. No wonder after Gettysburg he exclaimed; 
“Had I Stonewall Jackson at Gettysburg, I would have 
won a great victory. ’j 

As God was the giver of victory, so also in Lee’s eyes 
was Jefferson Davis his chosen servant, a man totally 
different from himself As I have shown, Davis was 
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a politician of the overbearing legal type* Lee was no 
politician at all, hence from start to finish of the war 
that relationship between policy and strategy, which 
is generally (failed grand strategy, was all but non- 
existent. 


' His Humility and Submissiveness 

It may be said that for two brief periods only was 
Lee Commander-in-Chief, and that, consequently, 
during the greater part of the war, from June 8, i86i, 
to February 8, 1865, he w^as not in a position to 
influence policy. This would be incorrect, for through- 
out the war, whether as Commander-in-Chief, or in 
command of the Army of Northern Virginia, as his 
son tells us, “he advised the President and Secretary 
of War as to the movements and dispositions of the 
other armies in the Confederacy.”®^ He was in fact 
Davis’s unofficial Chief of Staff. Nevertheless Lee 
said: “I must not wander into politics, a subject I 
carefully avoid.”®* 

Politics were not his business, even policy was not 
his business. Let others plan, he would carry out; 
for, as General Long says, and in order to compliment 
him: “If it should be asked, what was General Lee's 
opinion in regard to the defence of Richmond? It 
might be said that he was too thorough '*a soldier 
openly to question the wisdom of the Government in 
forming its plan of operations or to employ less than 
his utmost ability In his efforts to execute them.”®® 
Even towards the end of the war, when asked by a 
leading member of Mr. Davis’s Cabinet: “General, 

I wish you would give us you:5 opinion as to the 
propriety of changing the seat of Government and 
going further south,” Lee replied: “That is a political 
question . . . and you politicians must determine it. 
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I shall endeavour to take care of the army, and you 
must make the laws and control the Government.”®’ 
Yet at this moment it was a question of vital strategical 
importance, of life or death to the ' Confederacy, 
whether Richmond should be held or not — it was 
essentially a strategic question. 

Lee’s admiration for Da\’is was unbounded; it was 
the attraction of the negative by the positive. “If my 
opinion is worth anything,” he said after the war, 
“you can always say that few people could have done 
better than Mr. Davis. I know of none that could 
have done so well”®® — ^which is probably true. His 
relationship with him was intimate, for he was the 
only soldier who was allowed to enter the Cabinet 
meetings unannounced.®® He disagreed with Davis 
once, and this exception is worth recording as it arose 
out of a purely military situation, and consequently 
one which it was the duty of Lee to control. It 
happened before Richmond in 1862. Davis and a 
cavalcade appeared on the battlefield, Lee seeing him, 
frigidly saluted, and then, turning towards the 
President’s party, he asked in a tone of irritation; 
“Who are all this army of people, and what are they 
doing here?” 

“No one moved or spoke, but all eyes were upon 
the President; everybody perfectly understood that 
this was an order for him to retire to a place of safety, 
while the roar of the guns, the rattling fire of musketry, 
and the bustle of a battle in progress, with troops 
continually arriving across the bridge to go into action, 
went on. The President twisted in his saddle^ quite 
taken aback at such a greeting — the general regarding 
him now with glances of growing severity. After a 
painful pause the President said, deprecatingly: ‘It 
is not my army, General.’ ‘It certainly is not my army, 
Mr. President,’ was the prompt reply, ‘and this is no 
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place for it’ — ^in an accent of command. *Such a rebuff 
was a stunner to Mr. Davis. . . 

Had Lee been in the habit of administering these 
“stunners” ihore frequently, so great was his prestige 
that it is not too much to suppose that the North 
would never have won the war. Politically, however, 
he never disagreed with him, this Davis says himself; ^ 
he was always dependent upon him. “The President 
from his position being able to survey all the scenes 
of action, can better decide than anyone else,”’^ he 
writes. He nearly always submitted questions to 
Davis’s decision: “Should you think proper to concen- 
trate the troops near Richmond I should be glad 
if you would advise me.”''® He "asked Davis to visit 
him in the field: “I need not say how glad I should 
be,” he wrote, “if your convenience would permit 
you to visit the army, that I might have the benefit 
of your advice and direction.”'* When he does 
interfere, when he feels compelled to suggest a course 
which has not been suggested to him, he does so in 
terms which one would scarcely expect from a junior 
clerk. For instance, when in June, 1863, he suggested 
greater activity on the part of the army, he ended 
his letter as follows: “I earnestly commend these 
considerations to the attention of Your Excellency, 
and trust that you will be at liberty, in your better 
judgment and with the superior means of ihformation 
you possess as to our necessities and the enemy’s 
movements in the distant regions I have mentioned, 
to give effect to* them, either in the way I have 
suggested or in such other manner as may seem 
to you more judicious.’”'® His subservience is more 
utter, more abject, than that, of any other noted 
general to any other Qovernment in lustory. Even 
when after his surrender. Grant asked him for the 
good of the country to meet President Lincoln, he 
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answered: “deneral Grant, you know that I am a 
soldier of the Confederate Army, and I cannot meet 
Mr. Lincoln. I do not know what Mr. Davis is going 
to do. . . Davis at this moment was in flight 

and could not possibly do anything. Commenting 
on this remark, Colonel Marshall says: “I think 
myself, and have always thought, that if General Lee 
and Mr. Lincoln would have met, as General Grant 
proposed, we could have had immediate restoration 
of peace and brotherhood among the people of these 
States.” 

There can be little doubt, as someone remarked at 
the time: “Lee had got a crick in his neck from 
looking over his shoulder towards Richmond.”''® To 
General Gordon he said: “I am a soldier. It is my 
duty to obey orders. It is enough to turn one’s hair 
grey to spend one day in the Congress. The members 
are patriotic and earnest, but they will neither take 
the responsibility of action nor will they clothe me 
with the authority to act for them.’”'® Yet, when in 
February, 1865, he was made to all intents and 
purposes dictator, with the exception of recommending 
the enlistment of negroes®® he did nothing. Of 
this elevation to power the Richmond Examiner said: 
“This clothes him with great power, and loads him 
with heavy responsibility. If he is willing to wield 
that power and shoulder that responsibility, in the 
name of God, let him have them.”®^ But no, Pollard 
tells us that he “went so far as to declare to several 
members of the Richmond Congress that whatever 
might be Davis’s errors, he was yet constitutionally 
the president, and that nothing could tempt himself 
to encroach upon prerogatives which the Constitution 
had bestowed upon his designated head.”®® 
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« 

His Want of Authority and Inexhaustible Tact 

As Davis * had been entrusted by God with the 
Presidency, so had God entrusted the army to his 
own care, for to Lee the Army of Northern Virginia 
was a divine instrument, which, as long as it was 
tempered by humility and repentance, must cut its 
way through all opposition. It was not efficiency 
which counted, or big battalions, or even discipline, 
but faith. 

What this bootless, ragged, half-starved army 
accomplished is one of the miracles of history. It was 
led by a saint, it was endowed with the sanctity of its 
cause, and yet had its leader been more of a general 
and less of a saint, even if this had filched from it a 
little of its enthusiasm, its hardships would have been 
vastly reduced. Its spiritual morale was of the highest, 
its discipline of the lowest. It was full of young men 
full of life and quarrels, men who needed some show 
of severity to curb their discordant spirits. “Army of 
Northern Virginia, fabulous army,” cries Stephen 
Vincent Benet: 

“Strange army of ragged individualists, 

The hunters, the riders, the walkers, the savage pastorals. 
The unmachined, the men come out of the ground. 

Still, for the most part, living close to the grotind 
As the roots of the cow-pea, the roots of the jessamine. 

The lazy scorners, the rebels against the wheels. 

The rebels agajpst the steel combustion chamber 
Of the half-born new age of engines and metal hands.”®® 

Physically such an army was beyond Leds control. 
He could not be severe, he could not punish, he could 
only accept blame himself and shame it into some 
sort of discipline — set it an example."* He sought 
discomfort, as once upon a time a Christian saint 

117 


sought his hair shirt. Lord Wolseley informs us that 
his headquarters “consisted of about seven or eight 
pole-tents, pitched with their backs to a stake fence, 
upon a piece of ground so rocky that it was unpleasant 
to ride over it. . . . In front of the tents were some 
three four-wheeled wagons, drawn up without any 
regularity, and a number of horses roamed loose 
about the field. . . . No guard or sentries were to 
be seen in the vicinity; no crowd of aides-de-camp 
loitering about, making themselves agreeable to 
visitors. ... A large farmhouse stands close by, 
which, in any other army, would have been the 
general’s residence pro tem.\ but, as no liberties are 
allowed to be taken with personal property, in Lei s 
army, he is particular in setting a good example 
himself His staff are crowded together, two or three 
in a tent; none are allowed to carry more baggage 
than a small box each, and his own kit is but very little 
larger.”®^ The covering of the commander-in-chief 
was the same as that of the private soldier, his food 
generally inferior, as all dainties were sent to the 
sick and wounded; for as his nephew Edward Lee 
Childe tells us: “His guiding principle was that of 
setting his officers an example of not faring better 
than their soldiers.”®® 

That his example did influence his army is beyond 
doubt — it 'sanctified it and him; yet its discipline 
remained beneath contempt. Towards it he acted 
like a soft-hearted father; he was its exalted leader, 
its high priest, but not its general. “Colonel,” he 
said to an officer who begged for a visit, “a dirty 
camp gives me nausea. If you say your camps are 
clean, I will go.”®® normal general would not have 
avoided dirty camps, but would have sought them 
out, so that the officers in charge might suffer for their 
uncleanliness. But Lee was not a normal general; in 
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I place of the hot word he relied upon the BalMisguised 

censure. He was always tolerant, even when tolerance 
' was little short of criminal. “His one great aim and 

endeavour,” ^writes Colonel Taylor, “was to secure 
■ success for the cause in which he was enlisted; all 

else was made subordinate to this.”® The cause was 
i God’s: who was he then to judge the soldiers of the 

! Almighty? So deep was his horror of friction and 

' ’ dissensions that after the battle of Gettysburg he 

f asked General C. E. Pickett to “destroy both copy and 

original” of his report, “substituting one confined 
I to casualties merely.”®® 

! The essential weaknesses of his character have been 

so slurred over, rather than unobserved, by historians, 
that I will record them as fully as space permits. 

I John Tyler says he was “almost unapproachable, and 

yet no man is more simple.”®® Joseph E. Johnston 
\ says: “He was the only one of all the men I have 

I known who could laugh at the faults and follies of 

his friends in such a manner as to make them ashamed 
I without touching their affection.”®® These may 

i seem high virtues, but in fact they are weaknesses, 

i for they were carried to extremes. “The summary 

^ methods o£ Jackson did not appeal to Lee, who, instead 

of the guard-house, employed tact as soothing as it 
was inexhaustible.”®^ These words of Gamaliel 
Bradford ring true, for it was Lee's inexhaiKtible tact 
j which ruined his army. To support them I will quote 

the evidence of eye-witnesses: 

' Colonel Fremafltle says: “His only faults, so far 

^ as I «an learn, arise from his excessive amiability.”®® 

I Lord Wolseley writes: “His nature shrank with such 

horror from the dread of wounding the feelings of 
others, that upon occasions he left men in positions 
of responsibility to which their abilities were not 
f equal. This softness of heart, amiable as that quality 
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may be, amounts to a crime in the man entrusted with 
the direction of public affairs at critical moments.” 
Colonel Mangold, a German officer, says, that his 
two defects were “an indifference to discipline and a 
too kindly consideration for incompetent officers.” 
And Colonel Taylor, of his staff: “First, that he was 
too careful of the personal feelings of his subordinate 
commanders, too fearful of wounding their pride, 
and too solicitous for their reputation. In the next 
place it may be said that he was too law-abiding, too 
subordinate to his superiors in civil authority, those 
who managed the governmental machinery. . . . 
Obedience to orders was, in his judgment, the cardinal 
principle with all good soldiers of every grade. As a 
rule, no one can deny the correctness of this view; 
but those were extraordinary times, and, in some 
matters, ordinary rules were extraordinary evils.”®® 
Finally Jefferson Davis himself remarked that, “his 
habit of avoiding any seeming harshness . . . was 
probably a defect.”®® 

His patience and long-suffering were not only 
heroic but fanatical, not openly so but inwardly so. 
In his first campaign in West Virginia, in place of 
dismissing Floyd or Wise, who were daggers drawn, 
he spent his time, as Henry A. White informs us, 
“in pouring oil upon troubled waters that should 
have dafhed their united volume against the 
enemy”;®’ and what was the result? This campaign 
ended in a complete fiasco. Here at the very opening 
of the war, his “reluctance to oppose the wishes of 
others, or to order them to do anything that v/ould 
be disagreeable and to which they would not con- 
sent”®® — and these are the words of his nephew 
Fitzhugh Lee — ^ruined^his generalship. 

What wa5 the result? "the Army of Northern 
Virginia was not only, as White says, “The worst-clad 
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and the worst-fed army, perhaps, ever mustered into 
service,”®® but one of the worst disciplined. “Scores 
of them,” writes Colonel Taylor, “wandered about the 
country like*locusts, and were only less destructive to 
their own people than the enemy.” On September 
23, 1862, Lee wrote to President Davis: “Our stragglers 
are being daily collected, and that is one of the 
reasons of my being now stationary.” i®’- On turning 
to the Official Records what do we find? On Sep- 
tember 22, that is the day before the above was 
written, in Ewell’s division, out of a total of over 
11,000 men less than 4,000 were present for duty.^®® 
Of this heinous military vice Colonel Fremantle 
writes: “The straggling of the Georgians was on the 
grandest scale conceivable; the men fell out by 
dozens, and seemed to suit their own convenience in 
that respect, without interference on the part of the 
officers.”^®® And Colonel Grenfell, another English 
witness, says: “The only way in which an officer 
could acquire influence over the Confederate soldier 
was by his personal conduct under fire. . . . Every 
atom of authority has to be purchased by a drop of 
your blood.” ^®* Lee knew of this desperate state of 
affairs as well as any man. On March 21, 1863, he 
wrote to Davis: “The greatest difficulty I find is in 
causing orders and regulations to be obeyed.” ^ ® ® Why 
then did he not enforce discipline? The ar?swer is: he 
could not; each man to him was a hero, a soldier of 
God. Thus through lack of severity, of generalship, of 
soldiership, this '“Aristo-democracy armed with a 
forlorn hope,” performing miracles of heroism as it 
did, straggled under the banner of Lee’s sanctity to its 
doom. ^ 

Colonel tells us, that “excessive generosity and 

perfect subordination, while they adorned the life of 
General Zee, are not compatible with the generally 
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accepted notions of perfection in a revolutionary 
leader,”^®* and Lord Wolseley says: “He appears to 
have forgotten that he was the great Revolutionary 
Chief engaged in a great Revolutionary War; that he 
was no mere leader in a political struggle of parties 
carried on within the lines of an old, well-established 
form of government. It was very clear to many at the 
time, as it will be commonly acknowledged now, that 
the South could only hope to win under the rule of a 
Military Dictator.”^®’ The Hon. B. H. Hill, of the 
Confederate Government, apparently thought so, for 
shortly before the end of the war he urged Lee to form 
and express political opinions, saying: “If we establish 
our independence the people will make you Mr. 
Davis’s successor.” “Never,” answered Lee, “. . . I 
shall not do the people the injustice to accept high 
civil office with whose questions it has not been my 
business to become familiar.” The rest of the conversa- 
tion is illuminating: 

“Well, but. General,” said Hill, “history does not 
sustain your view. Caesar and Frederick of Prussia 
and Bonaparte were great statesmen as well as great 
generals.” 

“And great tyrants,” he promptly responded. “I 
speak of the proper rule in republics, where, I think, 
we should have neither military statesmen nor 
political generals.” 

“But Washington was both, and yet not a tyrant.” 

With a beautiful smile he responded, “ Washington 
was an exception to all rule, and there was none like 
him.”i®8 

He simply could not realise that the occasion 
demanded, if not a military dictator, then the strongest 
rmlitary holc^over the Government and the political 
situation; consequently, though Commander-in-Chief 
for two short periods, never once during them did he 
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show the slightest aptitude for such a command. On 
the second occasion, when dictatorial powers weie 
offered to him, “he accepted the office only as the 
subordinate 6f the President,”^®* though he under- 
stood clearly that the intention of Congress was to 
take military control out of Davis’s hands. He could 
have done this, could have evacuated Richmond, and 
ioining up with Joseph E. Johnston have concentrated a 
' formidable force against Sherman in North Carolina. 
His prestige alone would have overcome all opposition, 
for in February, 1865, the Army of Northern Virginia 
was heart and soul Lee^s army, and cause of the 
South-— Lee’j cause. He had become a St. ^^rancis, a 
St Bernard in the eyes of the Confederacy, he had led 
a Crusade and was all but a god; yet he could not bring 
himself to act as a revolutionary general shouid, 
because to have ousted Davis would have infringed 
is prerogative of God. Gran, said: the people 

exceS a few political leaders in the SouA will accept 
whatever he does as right and wiU be pided to a pea 
extent by his example.’-” But no, If” ^ 
against his convictions. Because of them^ 
incapacitated from being a true Commander-m-Chiet 
even a true commander, as this word is generaUy 

understood, of his own army, for his 

discipUne. and added infinitely to the misery of his 

am™™0 said Napoleon, “marches upon its 

belly”; but Lee, though a “ai^ Tam 00^0, 

saint was no quartermaster. He said. I am content 

ThSr" the rLns of my men.” On one occasion he 

wrote to Richmond: “Nothing prevented my con 

tinning in his [the enemy’s] blre- 

condition of my men, thousands of 
footed, a greater number partially shod, nearly 
without blankets, overcoats, or warm clothing. 
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think the suftimest sight of the war was the cheerful- 
ness and alacrity exhibited by the army in the pursuit 
of the enemy under all the trials and privations to 
which it was exposed.”^^^ 

It was sublime, one of the grandest pictures in 
history, this all-gripping misery of his men. But it was 
a picture of which he was the artist. Though again 
and again he pleads for supplies, his pleadings are so 
tactful that they are disregarded. He never thunders 
for them, they are not his personal concern; even at the 
beginning of the war, when Commander-in-Chief, he 
never insisted upon their collection or economy. 
General Long informs us: “Besides the want of money 
and men the Army of Northern Virginia was deficient 
in clothing, shoes, blankets, tents, provisions; in fact, 
everything needful was wanted except arms and 
ammunition. The abundant supplies with which the 
country teem*ed at the beginning of the war, instead 
of being collected and preserved for future use, were 
allowed to be dissipated, and in less than two years one 
of the most frmtful countries known was reduced to 
the condition of being barely able to afford a scanty 
subsistence for armies whose effective strength did not 
exceed 200,000 men.” 

Time and again he almost sobs for supplies. By 
the beginning of 1865 the position is desperate, and a 
most hea^rtrending appeal is endorsed by Jefferson 
Davis: “This is too sad to be patiently considered, and 
cannot have occurred without criminal neglect or gross 
incapacity. Let supplies be had by purchase, or 
borrowing, or other possible mode.”^^ Yet nothing 
happens, and the army founders through starvation 
and its consequent— desertion. Lee‘‘s subservience was 
so completejthat it was constp.ntly taken advantage of. 
At the time of Ghancellorsville we find him writing: 
“I have understood, I do not know with what truth, 
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* . . » 
that the armies of the West and that in the Department 

of South Carolina and Georgia are more bountifully 
supplied with provisions. ... I think that this [his] 
army deservei^ as much consideration as either of those 
named, and, if it can be supplied, respectfully ask that 
it be similarly provided.” And again a little later 
on: “I have been mortified to find that when any 
scarcity existed, this was the only army in which it is 
found necessary to reduce the rations.”^^® 

Not only did he refuse to exert his full authority to 
obtain supplies, but instinctively he had a horror of 
the whole question. Unconsciously, trading was anti- 
pathetic to his aristocratic nature; besides, to compel 
the people to part with their food stocks was abhorrent 
to him, he looked upon them as an heroic race, almost 
as God’s chosen people, who must be appealed to only 
through the heart. Colonel Taylor tells us that: “He 
did not enjoy writing; indeed he wrote with labor, and 
nothing seemed to tax his amiability so much as the 
necessity for writing a lengthy official communica- 
tion.”^^® Also that he “could not bear to be annoyed 
with the considerations of . . . matters of routine,” 
and: “He had a great dislike to review army com- 
munications.”^^® How could he then hope to succeed? 
Through faith alone; for the cause was God’s. He 
was the sole referee in this stupendous war. He 
would award the laurels as He saw fit. * 

This lack of thunder; this lack of appreciation that 
administration is the foundation of strategy; this lack 
of interest in routine, and his abhorrence to exert his 
authority, maintained his army in a state of semi- 
starvation and were the causes of much of its straggling 
and ill-discipline. And though wq must stand amazed 
at what he was able to accomplish throi^h spiritual 
force, lack of material necessities ultimately brought 
the Confederacy to its knees; for his army and his 
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C3.11S6 were starved into surrenderj js.iid this in spite of 
the fact that at this time four months’ supplies were 
stacked in the neighbourhood of Richmond! 

r 


His Audacity and Resignation 

To consider now the influence of his personality 
upon his generalship, a question we can at once 
answer is that Lee was no grand-strategist, for he 
refused to be influenced by policy or to influence it. 
His theory of war was based upon the spirit of his 
army which he considered to be invincible. He under- 
valued the valor of his adversaries, though he read 
like a book the character of many of their generals, and 
on the whole had the highest contempt for their 
abilities. His cause was a moral one, and his attacks 
were also moral ones. He struck at Washington 
because this city was the nervous base of the several 
Federal commanders who crossed swords with him. 
Henderson is right when he says: “Far away to the 
north, beyond the Potomac, beneath the shadow of 
the Capitol at Washington, was the mainspring of the 
invader’s strength. The multitude of armed men that 
overran Virginia were no more than the inanimate 
pieces of the chess-board. The power which controlled 
them wa§ the Northern President. It was at Lincoln 
that Zee was about to strike, at Lincoln and the Northern 
people, and an effective blow at the point which 
people and President deemed vital might arrest the 
progress of their armies as surely as if the Confederates 
had been reinforced by a hundred thousand men.”^^® 
And again: “He kneyv McClellan and he knew Lincoln. 
He knew that the former was over-cautious; he knew 
that the latter was over-anxious,” and on this 
psychological knowledge he founded his strategy. 
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He relied on manoeuvre more than on attack. 

Manoeuvre he understood, and he was a past-master 
in field movements; attacking he did not, and most of 
his offensive Tjattles failed. Grant, understanding this, 
understood Lee so well that at the outset of the Wilder- 
ness campaign he said that he did not intend to 
manoeuvre; he refused to dance to Lee’s pipe. Once 
Lee was cooped up behind the Richmond defences he 
could no longer indulge in his favourite pastime of 
turning the Valley of Virginia into a race-course. The 
only time he attempted to do so was when Early 
raided up to Washington; yet on this occasion, in spite 
of all his psychological insight, Lee failed to gauge the 
temper of the North. There was no panic as in 1862, 

Lincoln quietly saying: “Let us be vigilant, but keep 

cool.” 121 

As a general Lee was a mixture of caution and 
audacity. His theory of war was that “in planning all 
dangers should be seen, in execution none, unless very 
formidable.” At Richmond, on June 15, 16 and 17, 
he did nothing to support Beauregard, at Chancellors- 
ville he acted like lightning, and, I suspect, because 
Jackson provided the “sunshine” he so needed. Taylor 
says: “This battle illustrates most admirably the 
peculiar talent and individual excellence of Lee and 
Jackson. For quickness of perception, boldness in 
planning and skill in directing. General Lee had no 
superior: for celerity in his movements, audacity in the 
execution of bold designs and impetuosity in attacking. 

General Jackson fiad not a peer.”^^® Lee’s initial 
movas were frequently bold in the extreme; his 
methods few could foresee, least of all men such as 
Pope, Burnside and Hooker. \Yhilst at Chancellors- 
ville he struck with startling speed, at Fredericksburg 
he let the decisive moment slip away. There, on the 
morning of December 14, he erred from over-caution, 
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and as Ghesney says: “Missed an opportunity of 
further advantage, such as even a great victory has 
rarely offered; it must be borne in mind that his troops 
were not on this occasion suffering from oVfer-marching, 
want of food and ammunition.” The reason may 
have been, as Henderson supposes, that it was out of 
consideration of the inhabitants of Fredericksburg that 
Lee did not attack;i2 5 but personally I think it was that 
once battle was joined, he handed his command over 
to God. At Gettysburg, Colonel Taylor says: “The 
whole affair was disjointed. There was an utter 
absence of accord in the movements of the several 
commands, and no decisive result attended the opera- 
tions of the second day.”^^® In the Seven Days’ 
Battle it had been the same; days of chaos and 
slaughter, and as Taylor writes, ‘ a record of lost 
opportunities .”127 

More often than not this reliance in Providence 
deprived him of all possible chance of gaining a 
decisive victory; besides the Army of Northern 
Virginia was so lacking in military equipment and 
supplies, that it was far easier for its commander to 
win victories than to reap their fruits; often the fruits 
were — ^boots and ammunition.^®® Of Fredericksburg, 
Rhodes, the historian, exclaims: “The feeling in regard 
to Lee might have found expression in the words of 
Barcas, a" Carthaginian, after the battle of Cannae. 
‘You know how to gain victory, but not how to use 
it.’ ” And “Chancellorsville,” Hamlin writes, “seems 
to have been a tragedy of errors. . ! . It may be said, 
with some truth, that the campaign was Lee’s master- 
piece in audacity and celerity, but his victory was like 
that won in ancient times by Pyrrhus, for it was indeed 
a mortal blow to th^ vitality of the Army of Northern 
Virginia.” ^ A mortal blow’ above all, because of the 
loss of Stonewall Jackson, who could above all other men 
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render tangible the inspirations of his chief; he was as 
Lee himself said, “his right arm.” 

Taylor says: “If Lee was the Jove of the war, Stonewall 
Jackson was his thunderbolt.”^®® Jackson, though he 
believed in the omnipotence of God as fervently as Lee 
did, could demand the impossible. “Did you order me 
to advance over that field, sir?” said an officer to him. 
“Yes,” answered Jackson. “Impossible, sir! My men 
will be annihilated! Nothing can live there. They 
will be annihilated!” “General,” replied Jackson, “I 
always endeavour to take care of my wounded and to 
bury my dead. You have heard my order — obey it.” ^ ^ 

Without Jackson, Lee was left a one-armed pugilist. 
Jackson possessed that brutality essential in war; Lee 
did not. He could clasp the hand of a wounded 
enemy, whilst Jackson ground his teeth and murmured: 
“No quarter to the violators of our homes and fire- 
sides,”^®® and when someone deplored the necessity of 
destroying so many brave men, he exclaimed: “No, 
shoot them ail, I do not wish them to be brave.”®®® 
With ail his ability there was something repellent 
about Jackson-, in spite of his many faults there was 
always something ennobling about Lee. Jackson was 
the Old Testament of War, l^ee — ^the New. 

Lee, as Stonewall Jackson said, was “a phenomenon 
. . . the only man whom I would follow blindfold.”®®* 
Can we wish that he had been otherwise?* I do not 
think so; for his spirit as a man was so exalted that it 
obliterated his failures as a general, and a cause which 
in the long run '^as bound to fail could not have 
failed more heroically than in the hands of one who, 
if he could not compel success, could sanctify failure. 
In his farewell order to his army he said: “You wiU 
take with you the satisfaction that proceeds from the 
consciousness of duty faithfully performed.*®®® But did 
this satisfaction bring consolation to his own heart? I do 
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not think so, lor I feel that his surrender, on April 9, 
1865, was his crucifixion; to him it was the judgment 
of God, consequently it was God’s will that the 
Northern cause should prove victorious* What this 
revelation meant to him in terms of spiritual anguish 
none will ever discover, for it is the secret which Lee 
took with him to his grave. 

From the boom of the last cannon he entered a 
silence which he never broke, and except for its 
sorrows the war vanished from his life. To Mrs. 
Jefferson Davis he wrote on February 23, 1866: I have 
thought from the time of the cessation of hostilities, that 
silence and patience on the part of the South was the true 
course, and I think so still. Controversy of all kinds will, in 
my opinion, only serve to continue excitement and 
passion, and will prevent the public mind from the 
acknowledgment and acceptance of the truth. These 
considerations have kept me from replying to accusa- 
tions made against myself, and induced me to recom- 
mend the same to others.”^®® On another occasion he 
wrote: “The statement is not true, but I have not 
thought proper to publish a contradiction.”^®'^ To a 
lady he said, “I know of nothing good I could tell you 
of myself, and I fear I should not like to say any 
evil,”i 38 and to an editor: “I must acknowledge that I 
have not read the article on Chancellorsville . . . nor 
have I read any of the books published on either side 
since the termination of hostilities.” 1®® The war was 
past and dead, let it be buried and forgotten; why 
should his head agonize his poor broken heart? 

He had never been hostile to the Union; it was a 
union maintained by the sword which had antagonized 
his conscience. Once the war was ended, seeing God’s 
will in this final act,~to General Beauregard he wrote: 
“I need not* tell you that true patriotism sometimes 
requires of men to act exactly contrary at one period to 
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that which it does at another, and the motive which 
impels them, the desire to do right, is precisely the 
same. The circumstances which govern their actions 
change, and t*heir conduct must conform to the new 
order of things.”^*® It was for this reason that, in 
October, 1865, he accepted the presidency of Washing- 
ton College. “We must look to the rising generation 
.for the restoration of the country,”^^^ he said, and 
though a prematurely old and weary man, he felt that 
it was his duty to accept this appointment in order to 
smooth out a few of the many wrinkles the war had 
caused, and so spend the remaining years of his life in 
assisting to establish in his own humble way, now that 
the sword was sheathed, a more perfect union based on 
brotherly love. 

On September 28, 1870, he returned from his work 
to find his family waiting tea for him. He rose to say 
grace, but his lips could not utter the w'ords that were 
in his heart. Unable to speak, he sat down quietly and 
without agitation. He was resigned to the end, and at 
nine o’clock on the morning of October 12 he closed 
his eyes on this troubled world. Lee is dead, yet the 
national hero lives on, an all inspiring example to his 
fellow countrymen of duty accomplished. 
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CHAPTER IV 


THE GENERALSHIP OF GRANT AND LEE, 

1861-62 

First Bull Run and West Virginia 

The histories of Grant’s and Lee's generalships are 
very different: the one is as it were a continuous story, 
the other a series of brilliant essays based on one 
theme — the defence of Virginia. The first is woven 
round a definite plot — the Union, the maintenance of 
the Union, and the re-establishment of the Union 
through a unifying strategy; the second meanders 
through the freedom of individual States, revealing a 
deep-founded weakness for the want of unity, disclosing 
cross purposes and ending in disruption through lack 
of strategy. It is important to bear this in mind, for 
just as the war itself, like a storm cloud, was influenced 
by the great geographical features of the area in which 
it was fought, so were the personalities of these two 
generals consciously and unconsciously influenced by 
the political features. 

For long, as I have shown in Chapter I, the clouds of 
war had been gathering and darkening the social 
horizon. Charged with human electricity as they now 
were, a pretext alone was awaited to detonate the 
storm. And as is so often the case in war, particularly 
so in wars of the first magnitude, the pretext found was 
an insignificant one — a small fort so weakly garrisoned 
as to be of no real tactical value. 

South Carolina had throughout her history been a 
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truculent State. She was so before th^ Revolution, 
after the Declaration of Independence, and for years 
before the outbreak of the Civil War. The capital of 
this State was Charleston, the harb our of which was 
protected by several small forts, the most important 
being Fort Sumter, built on an island. On December 
20, i860, having passed an Ordinance of Secession, 
South Carolina became in her own eyes a sovereign 
State and forthwith claims were laid to these forts. 
Sumter was garrisoned by about a hundred United 
States troops under Major Anderson, and the South 
Carolina Convention demanded that this fort should 
be evacuated. This being refused, on January 9, 1861, 
fire was opened on U.S.S. Star of the West, which had 
been sent to revictual the fort. Tension grew intense; 
then on March 3 General Beauregard took over com- 
mand at Charleston and on April 1 1 he sent Major 
Anderson a formal demand to surrender. This being 
promptly rejected fire was opened on the fort at 4.30 
a.m. on the 12th. At noon on the 14th the Stars and 
Stripes was hauled down and Sumter passed into 
Confederate hands. 

This insult to the United States flag detonated the 
war. Emotions had been running high, now they 
burst into fury and frenzy. On April 15 Lincoln signed 
a proclamation calling out 75,000 militiamen; on the 
17th, though he could not enforce it, he deelared the 
entire coasts of the South to be under blockade. This 
same day Virginia seceded and the navy-yard at 
Norfolk was occupied as well as the arsenal at Harper’s 
Ferr^i. On May 3 Lincoln, beginning to realize the 
seriousness of the situation, issued a second proclama- 
tion ('.ailing for 42,000 three-year volunteers. 

In the West, Jackson, the GSvernor of Missouri, 
attempted to occupy St. Louis and hold’^This city for 
the South, but on June 1 7 his forces were routed by 
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General Lyon at Boonville. Between Missouri and 
Virginia stretched Kentucky, which had passed a 
resolution of neutrality, nevertheless, as neither side 
troubled to recognize it, the war swept ibto this State. 
East of Kentucky lay West Virginia, an area of great 
strategic importance because the Baltimore and Ohio 
Railway which traversed it was the main line of com- 
munications connecting Washington with the West. 
To this area General George B. McClellan, who had 
been placed in command of the Military Department 
of Ohio, proceeded, and driving out the Confederate 
detachments not only gained the northern half of 
West Virginia for the Federal cause but also much 
popular glory for himself. 

When Beauregard’s guns opened fire on Fort Sumter 
Colonel Robert E. Lee was still in the United States 
Army. On April 20 he resigned his commission and 
wrote to his brother, Sidney Smith Lee, saying: “Save 
in the defence of my native State, I have no desire ever 
again to draw my sword” and when three days later 
he was entrusted with the command of the forces of 
Virginia, it was only in her defence that he was asked 
to act.^ His first order was a defensive one: on April 27 
he sent® Colonel Thomas J. Jackson, soon to become 
famous as Stonewall Jackson, to seize Harper’s Ferry, 
which he did, reporting that he would defend it “with 
the spirit which actuated the defenders of Ther- 
mopylae.”^ Thus at the opening of this war defence 
and not defiance resounded through the South. 

On May 10, in order to estabhsK a defensive pohcy, 
Lee was appointed Commander-in-Chief of therforces 
of the Confederacy and held this appointment until 
June 8, when Jefferson Davis assumed direct control, 
Leg becoming his nominal Chief of Staff. His first 
problem ^s to secure Northern Virginia from im- 
mediate attack, and this was accomplished by blocking 
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the main Federal lines of approach at Harper’s Ferry, 
Manassas Junction and Aquia Creek. 

Harper’s Ferry was held by General Joseph E. 
Johnston and'some i i,ooo men, and Manassas Junction 
by Beauregard with 22,000. Opposed to them were 
Patterson, an old general who had served in the 1812- 
1 5 War, and General McDowell, both of whom came 



under the command of General Winfield Scott, the 
Federal Commander-in-Ghief, then in his seventy- 
fifth "year. Scott’s plan was to contain Beauregard axid 
drive back Johnston; he was cautious and rightly so, 
for he feared the ill-discipline of his raw militiamen 
far more than the prowqss of his enemy. 

As is common in this democratic age 7 T;he people, 
knowing nothing of war, demanded an immediate 
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advance, and "the Press, eager to lead popular opinion, 
made such good use of the slogan “On to Richmond” 
that the hands of Lincoln and his ministers were 
forced and it was decided to hold Johnstort and strike at 
Beauregard. 

On July 1 8, having concentrated some 36,000 men 
at Centerville, McDowell, wishing to avoid a frontal 
attack on Beauregard, whose army lined the southern 
bank of the Bull Run, determined to turn the Con- 
federate left flank, the safety of his outflanking attack 
depending upon Patterson being able to hold Johnston 
at Harper’s Ferry. This Patterson failed to do and 
Johnston ;slipped back to Winchester. Beauregard 
wanted to attack, but both Jefferson Davis and Lee 
were opposed to this idea; they wanted McDowell to 
clinch with Beauregard and then to bring Johnston 
down onto McDowell’s right flank and rear. This is 
what happened, for when, on July 21, the battle was 
fought, McDowell, who at first succeeded in driving 
back his enemy, found himself deficient of reserves 
when the pressure oi Johnstord s troops became felt. Not 
able to stay the Confederates, McDowell’s men broke 
in panic and no effort could rally them until the 
defences of Washington were reached. As it happened, 
the Confederates being utterly disordered by the 
fighting were in no fit condition to carry out a pursuit. 

Though this battle led to no strategical results, its in- 
fluence on the grand strategy of the war was profound. 
First, it imbued the Southern politicians with an 
exaggerated idea of the prowess of their soldiers and so 
led them to under-estimate the fighting capacity of 
their enemy; secondly, it so terrified Lincoln and his 
Government, that from now onwards until 1864, east 
of the Alleghanies, the defence of Washington became 
the pivot (^Northern strategy. 

Except for having originally selected-’ the position 
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south of the Bull Run from a defensive rhther than an 
offensive point of view, Lee in no way influenced this 
the first important battle of the war; neither would he 
allow himself to be drawn into the acrimonious dis- 
cussions which followed it® and which were altogether 
antipathetic to his high sense of discipline. 

Soon after this battle he was sent’ to West Virginia 
to take over command of the forces in that area. 
There, though freed from the President’s immediate 
influence and though his subordinates were at logger- 
heads, his personality at once crippled his generalship, 
for he refused to take command, that is to say — ^he 
refused to impose his will upon them and so establish 
unity of direction. 

The more acrimonious of these quarrels was between 
Generals Floyd and Wise. On August 7 Wise asked Lee 
to assign to himself and Floyd “respective fields of 
operation;”® to which Lee answered that he hoped 
that Wise “will join General Floyd.” ^ Floyd then sent 
Wise peremptory orders, which Wise referred to Lee, 
pointing out that they should be issued by him. Lee 
answered that he thought this was so apparent that no 
orders on the subject were necessary. On August 24 
Wise wrote to Lee: “We are now brought into a critical 
position by the vacillation of orders and confusion of 
command;” to which Lee answered: “I beg, therefore, 
for the sake of the cause . . . you will permit no 
division of sentiment to disturb its harmony. ... In 
accordance with your request I will refer your applica- 
tion to be detached from General Floyd’s command to 
the Secretary of War. At present I do not see how it 
can be done without injury to the service, and hope, 
therefore, you will not urge it.” On September 21 Lee 
pointed out to Wise the dange? of his force being 
divided from Floyd’s, and the same day i^se replied: 
“But, sir, I am ready to join General Floyd wherever 
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you command, and you do not say where. . . . I will 
delight to obey you, sir.”^® So the quarrel continued. 
Wise having already written to Lee, on September ii, 
“Disasters have come, and disasters are ‘coming which 
you alone, I fear, can repair and prevent.” ^ ^ This was 
very true, for the campaign in the Kanawha Valley 
and around Cheat Mountain ended in a complete 
fiasco, leaving the western slopes of Virginia in 
Federal hands. 

Public opinion condemned Zee, and for once it was 
right; for in this his first command in the field he 
completely failed as a commander, with the result 
that in November he was removed from his command 
and placed in charge of the coast defences of South 
Carolina, Georgia and Florida — ^not, however, a 
back-water, as the ports of these States were essential 
to the maintenance of the Confederacy. There he 
remained until March 13, 1862, when he was 

“assigned to duty at the seat of government . . . 
under the direction of the President . . . charged with 
the conduct of military operations in the armies of the 
Confederacy.”^^ This step was taken because storm 
clouds were rapidly gathering north of Richmond. 

Paducah, Donelson and Shiloh 

In the East Leer’s personality ruined his first cam- 
paign. In the West the personality of one man set in 
motion a strategy which was destined to win the war. 
This man was Captain Ulysses S. Grant. r 

“It cannot be denied,” once wrote Lord Bacon, “but 
outward accidents conduce much to fortune; favour, 
opportunities, deatJT of others, occasion fitting virtue. 
But chieflff the mould of a man’s fortune is in his own 
hand.” Apphed to Grant this observation fits like a 
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glove, ft was fortunate that he had serve*d in the army 
during the Mexican war; it was fortunate that he had 
been a regimental quartermaster and had learned to 
equate energy in terms of rations; it was fortunate that 
he had left the army several years before the Civil War 
broke out, for had he remained in it, he might easily 
have become petrified by its dull routine; and above 
all, when this war did blaze forth, it was exceedingly 
fortunate that his first command found him at Cairo, 
the strategical pivot of the war and the pivot of his own 
success; for from the first, from Septem*ber 4, 1861, 
when as a brigadier-general he established his brigade 
headquarters there, he recognized it, if not as such, at 
least as a point of extreme importance. 

Failing a rapid decision in the East — in that, small 
area embraced by the James river, the Alleghany 
mountains, the Susquehanna and Chesapeake Bay — 
an unlike contingency, for even a great victory there 
could scarcely have done more than have driven the 
political centres further apart, the hub of the war lay at 
Cairo, and why? A glance at Map No. 2 will at once 
answer this question: The area Memphis-St. Louis- 
Louisville-Chattanooga may be looked upon as the 
sally-port of the South. For unless the Confederacy 
was to stand on a passive defensive, which in the end 
was likely to spell ruin, it was in this area that the 
chances of a successful offensive predomina1;ed. As I 
have pointed out in Chapter I, it was here that 
Virginia could be protected, and the strategical centre 
of this offensive area was Cairo, from which town river 
comHaunications ran to St. Louis, Louisville, Nashville 
and Chattanooga; and the railroad connection between 
Union City (thirty miles south of Columbus) and 
Nashville was the waist of all railroad communications 
between the Northern and Southern States west of the 
Alleghany range. This waist was about 120 miles 
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wide, and to protect it the Confederates established 
strong works at New Madrid and Island No. lo in the 
Mississippi, Fort Henry on the Tennessee and Fort 
Donelson on the Cumberland river, east of which 
forces were pushed out into southern Kentucky. 

From Cairo Grant saw the importance of Paducah 
which lay on the Ohio river some twenty-five miles 
east of Cairo, and which blocked the exits of the 
Tennessee and Cumberland rivers. On September 5 
he asked General Fremont, then in command of the 
Department of Missouri, for authority to occupy it, 
and receiving no reply he set out that evening and 
seized this town.^® Thus did the struggle for the sally- 
port begin. On November 7 he fought a small battle 
with General Pillow at Belmont, on the west bank of 
the Mississippi, immediately opposite Columbus, in 
which he proved himself to be a novice in tactics, as 
inexpert as his men were ill-disciplined. Two days later 
Fremont was replaced by General Henry Wagner 
Halleck, a bookish type of man, stupid and jealous by 
nature, nicknamed “Old Brains,” and rightly called 
by W. E. Woodward “a large emptiness surrounded 
by an education.”^* A new campaign now began, a 
campaign between the opacity of Halleck and the 
rising genius of Grant, which endured until March 3, 
1864, when Grant was called to Washington. 

Lincoln, who was a strategical visionary, that is to 
say he could often see what should be done without 
possessing an idea of how to do it, had long hankered 
after carrying the war into East Tennessee, not only 
because this would bring relief to the loyal population 
in this area, but because such an advance would 
threaten Chattanooga, a vital strategic point. General 
McClellan who, oif November i , succeeded Scott as 
Commander-in-Chief of the" Federal Armies, though 
soon to become absorbed in his projected campaign 
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against llichmond, placed General Don* Carlos Buell 
in command of the Department of Ohio, and favoured 
an advance into East Tennessee because it was likely 
to draw the Confederates westwards and so away from 
Virginia. Buell and Halleck could not agree, and 
Buell ordering General Thomas to attack ^ollicqffer, 
the Confederates were defeated at Mill Springs on 
January 19, 1862. 

Strategically this battle was an important Federal 
victory as it drove the Confederate forces in Kentucky 
away from the main line of communications leading to 
Cumberland Gap and thence into East Tennessee, 
this Gap being the connecting link between the 
sources of the Cumberland and Tennessee rivers. It 
was a blow at the right flank of the Confederate forces 
under General Albert Sidney Johnston in command of 
the Department of the West, forces which were holding 
Kentucky and which w'ere strung out on an enormous 
arc extending from the Mississippi to the foot-hills of 
the Cumberland mountains. (See Map No. 2.) 
Opposed by Halleck on the left with his headquarters 
at St. Louis, and by Buell in the centre with his at 
Louisville, Johnston's distribution was a precarious one, 
and doubly so because his main lateral line of com- 
munications ran immediately in rear of it, namely, the 
railway from Hickman via Clarksville to Bowling 
Green where he established his headquarters? 

Buell, realizing the weakness of distribution, 

had suggested to McClellan a move on Nashville, but 
Halleck occupied with minor difficulties in Missouri, 
would not agree. Meanwhile Grant, at Cairo, became 
so fully convinced that to strike at the centre of the 
railroad waist, that is at Forts Henry and Donelson, 
with the object of separating the ^onfeder^e forces in 
Missouri from those in Kentucky, was the first step 
toward forcing the sally-port, that on January 6 he 
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asked Halleck for permission to do so. ^ ® On the 23rd 
he again asked him, but with no further success; yet 
Halleck, whose jealousy had been roused by Buell’s 
victory at Mill Springs, had already '^on the 20th 
telegraphed McClellan for authority to move against 
the forts, in order to “turn Columbus, and force the 
abandonment of Bowling Green.”^^ On February i 
he ordered Grant to take and hold Fort Henry, 
which he did, thanks to Foote’s gunboats, the fort 
surrendering to him on the 6th. “The effect of the 
capture of Fort Henry,” writes Ropes, “on the people 
of the whole country . . . was electrical. . . . It was 
accomplished, too, so suddenly and so unexpectedly 
that the spirits of the Northern people were elated 
beyond measure, while those of the people of the South 
were correspondingly depressed.”^® Further still, 
Johnston, assuming that the gunboats were invincible, 
decided to abandon Bowling Green and retire to 
Nashville with 14,000 men whilst 12,000 were sent to 
Donelson; what for it is difficult to say, unless he 
considered that they would enable this fort to hold out 
until he had slipped back, and that after this operation 
had been completed they would in turn be able to slip 
back and rejoin him. Whatever his object was, this 
division of force was a fatal mistake, for had the whole 
of his 26,000 men reinforced Donelson it is more than 
probable that Grant would have been defeated. 

Grant was also elated, for he expected to find Fort 
Donelson as easy a nut to crack as Fort Henry. This 
was not to be, for it was far better sited, and its 
batteries being well above the water-line «were 
practically invulnerable to gunboat fire. On the nth 
^ he moved forward, his plan being to surround the 
fort on its H ndward side and, attack it from the river. 
On the 14th the investment was completed, C. F. 
Smith’s division being on the left, McClernand’s on 
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the right and Lewis Wallace’s in the centre. At 3 p.m. 
Foote steamed up-stream, opened fire, steamed in 
unnecessarily close, was driven back and he himself 
wounded. The attack had failed. 

Within the Fort, General Floyd, the Confederate 
Commander, seeing that he was surrounded, deter- 
mined to cut his way out, and launching his attack 
early on the 15th, he drove back McClernand’s and 
Wallace’s divisions in much confusion. Grant at the 



time was some miles away in consultation with Foote. 
Foolishly he had appointed no representative, conse- 
quently, when his army was half-routed, it was left 
without a directing head. Returning, he at once 
realised that both sides were in a state of confusion, and 
that the one which struck first would win. With- 
drawing McClernand’s and Wallace’s divisions to refit, 
he ordered Smith, who had not \>een attacked, to 
assault the works in front of him; then returning to 
McClernand and Wallace he moved them forward to 
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re-occupy their former lines. What is remarkable 

about his action is the coolness with which it was 
carried out, and this coolness which resulted in quick- 
ness of action led to Smith carrying th'e key point of 
the fort. 

Flojd thereupon handed his command over to 
Pillow, and Pillow handed it over to Buckner, the junior 
general in the fort; the first two accompanied by some 
3,000 of the garrison escaping under cover of night. 
On the 1 6th Buckner surrendered unconditionally with 
11,500 men and 40 guns; Grant’s losses were 3,000 
men killed, wounded and missing. ^ * 

Such was Grant’s first real success, and though there 
has been much discussion as to who originated the 
move. Colonel William P. Johnston, son of Albert 
Sidney Johnston, is undoubtedly right when he says, 
“Grant made it, as it made Grant.” According to 
Colonel Bruce, the fall of Donelson was “The most 
damaging” blow “inflicted upon the South, up to the 
time Lee surrendered.”®^ This may seem an exaggera- 
tion, but it is not so, for it forced the Confederates 
back into their sally-port, and so not only broke their 
western front, but began to drive them out of that 
offensive area in which the true defence of Virginia 
lay. It opened not only the road to the capture of New 
Orleans by drawing the enemy’s troops northwards, 
but also' to the Vicksburg campaign, as it led to the 
evacuation of Columbus and Nashville. It won 
Kentucky and laid Tennessee open to invasion, and it 
deprived the Confederacy of 175,000 potential 
recruits.®® No other battle during the war effected 
such results or opened out such possibilities. 

On Halleck th^e were entirely lost. Grant saw 
quite cle^ly that ‘‘the way. was open to the National 
forces all over the south-west”;®® but Halleck con- 
fessed to McClellan that he had no plan. ® ® Meanwhile 
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Albert Sidney Johnston fell back on Corinth, and there 
drew in his scattered forces, Nashville being occupied 
by Buell on February 24. From there Buell suggested 
that a blow should be struck against the Memphis- 
Charleston railroad (see Map No. 2), and Halleck 
agreeing, accused Grant of insubordination,^® and 
placed General C. F. Smith in command of the 
.expedition. Why did Halleck do this? There can be 
but one answer, namely, that he was jealous of Grant. 
He was afraid that his subordinate might gain fresh 
laurels and supersede him. 

Two events now took place, both of which had an 
important influence on the trend of affairs in the West. 
The first was that in the beginning of March McClellan 
was relieved of his responsibilities as Commander-in- 
Chief in order that he might concentrate all his time 
on the Army of the Potomac, which was to operate 
against Richmond. This change in command was 
followed on March ii by Halleck being placed in 
command of all the Federal forces in the West, which 
brought Buell under his orders, whereupon, two days 
later, he reinstated Grant and lied to him in order to 
excuse his behaviour.®® The second was, that, on 
March 7-8, General Curtis secured the State of 
Missouri by decisively defeating General Van Dorn at 
Pea Ridge, which victory relieved Halleck of all 
anxiety as regards the security of the western side of 
the Mississippi river, whereupon he decided to move 
his combined armiqs on Corinth. 

Meanwhile Smith carried out several minor raids, 
and eventually established himself at Savannah, with 
two divisions, Sherman’s and Hurlbut’s, at Pittsburg 
Landing, whilst Lewis Wallace’?^ division occupied 
Crump’s Landing some- four miles furtijer down 
stream. Grant arrived at Savannah on the 1 7th, under 
instructions from Halleck to act on the defensive, and 
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not to bring about a general engagement until Buell 
arrived.^" Buell was then at Columbia, 40 miles south 
of Nashville. Realizing the faulty distribution of 
Smith’s forces, Grant concentrated the whole army at 
Pittsburg and Crump’s Landings, and there began to 
organize and drill his raw troops. 

Grant expected Buell on the 24th or 25th, but owing 
to delays en route, he telegraphed Grant that he could, 
not arrive at Savannah before April 5.®^ In spite of 
this delay, which enabled Johnston to collect and re- 
organize his forces at Corinth, only a little more than 
20 miles from the Landings, Grant failed to realize the 
necessity of entrenching his position; in fact he com- 
mitted the very common military blunder of con- 
jecturing what his enemy would do and acting upon 
his conjecture. As he himself says: “I regarded the 
campaign we were engaged in as an offensive one and 
had no idea that the enemy would leave strong en- 
trenchments to take the initiative when he knew he 
would be attacked where he was if he remained.”®^ 
Also: “Up to that time the pick and spade had been 
little resorted to at the West.”®® Worse still. Grant 
established his headquarters at Savannah, and Sher- 
man, who was in nominal command of the three for- 
ward divisions at Pittsburg Landing, failed to secure 
or adequately to patrol his front. ®^ 

On April 4 Grant was thrown from his horse and 
severely bruised his leg. Late on the 5th he returned to 
Savannah to meet Buell, Sherman sending him the 
following message: “I have no doubt nothing will 
occur to-day more than the usual picket firing*. The 
enemy is saucy, but got the worst of it yesterday, and 
will not press our pickets far. I will not be drawn out 
far unless. with certainty of- advantage, and I do not 
apprehend anything like an attack on our position.”®® 
When he wrote this message, 45,000 Confederates 
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were but two miles from his encampment; what had 
happened? 

After the fall of Fort Donelson Johnston retired to 
Nashville, then to Murfreesborough and finally to 
Corinth. There he drew in his scattered forces, and on 
the evacuation of Columbus on March 2 was joined by 
a considerable force under General Beauregard, who 
.had been sent out West some time after the battle of 
Bull Run. Further still, on the 29th, being reinforced 
by General Bragg with some 10,000 men, he found 
himself at the head of about 45,000 troops; thereupon 
he determined to strike at Grant before Buell could 
support him. 

On April 4 he moved out of Corinth hoping to fall 
upon Grant the following morning and drive him into 
the Tennessee; but the straggling of his troops was 
such that he was unable to deliver his attack until the 
6th. The astonishing thing is, so close were the Con- 
federate pickets to the Federal that in certain cases 
they could look right into their enemy’s encampments 
without being seen. 

Early on the 6th the attack was launched, and it 
came as a complete surprise, the forward Federal 
divisions after putting up a good fight being driven 
back towards the Landing to where thousands of non- 
combatants, sick and stragglers had fled in panic.®® 
There a scene of pandemonium greeted Grant when 
he arrived from Savannah at 6 a.m. 

It was a spectacle of complete defeat, and any 
ordinary general would have at once planned a 
retreat, hoping to save some small fraction of his 
shattered army. But Grant was no ordinary general; 
for he was one of those rare and strange men who are 
fortified by disaster in place of being depressed. He at 
once sent forward ammunition, organized reserves and 
then rode to the front. Between 6 a.m. and nightfall 
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he carried out eighteen important operations,®’ 
stabilizing his shattered divisions, and holding the 
enemy back until Buell could come to his assistance. 
Johnston was killed at 2.30 p.m., and by* that hour the 
Confederate reserves were practically exhausted. 

On the 7th the attack was renewed, and Beauregard, 
now in command of the Confederates, decided on a 
withdrawal. Grant did not pursue, and this was his 



cardinal error; for had he done so he might well have 
destroyed his enemy. He did not do so because he was 
not prepared to do so; he himself says: “I wanted to 
pursue, but had not the heart to order the men who 
had fought desperately for two days ... to piTrsue;” 
and again: “I did not meet Buell in person until too 
late to get troops ready and pursue with effect. . . 
Sherman,^ asked by John Fiske why there was no 
pursuit, answered: “I assure you, my dear fellow, that 
we had quite enough of their society for two whole 
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days, and were only too glad to be rid of them on any 
terms.”®® This, I suspect, is the true reason. 

Thus far fortune and misfortune had smiled on 
Grant as they smile on most of us, that is in a 
haphazard way. When things went well he was like 
any other man, but when they went awry, as they did 
at Belmont, Donelson and Shiloh, we have seen, as 
Bacon said, that “chiefly the mould of a man’s 
fortune is in his own hand.” Because of his dauntless 
spirit of resolution, far more so than through his 
genius, he had pulled his army out of the bogs into 
which he had led it. Now he found himself in what 
appeared to be a bottomless morass. After Donelson 
Halleck had treated him in a shameful way, and again 
he did so after Shiloh. On April ii he arrived at 
Pittsburg Landing; collected there an army of over 
100,000 men;‘® began, on the 30th, to move on 
Corinth, and arrived there on May 30 to find the town 
evacuated. He had taken 31 days to march 21 miles! 

He made Grant his second in command, deprived 
him of all power over his men, and treated him in so 
intolerable a manner that he asked to be relieved of 
his duties in the field. This was agreed to, and he 
established his headquarters at Memphis. There he 
was, when, on July 1 1 , came that crowning mercy for 
the North, McClellan’s campaign against Richmond 
having failed: Lincoln called Halleck to Washington 
and appointed him General-in-Chief of the entire 
land forces of the United States. Meanwhile, on June 
10, BueU had set out on his march to Chattanooga. 

GrsKit was still in command of the Department of 
West Tennessee; his forces numbered about 46,000 
men, and were nominally in reserve should Buell 
require them. He had learned mucli whilst in disgrace. 
He had had two months to think things over, and 
there can be little doubt that during this dismal 
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period he analysed his own mistakes, learnt many 
lessons from them, and began to elaborate in his mind 
that strategy which was to win the war. 

The Peninsula Campaign and the Seven Days’’ Battle 

To return now to the East. The Battle of Bull Run, 
as I have already pointed out, imbued the Con- 
federacy with a confidence in itself for which there was 
no real justification, so much so that after this victory 
little was done to take advantage of the pause in 
operations and set the Southern military house in 
order. With the Federal Government it was otherwise, 
for McClellan, the popular favourite, was at once 
called to Washington and, on November i, Lincoln 
appointed him General-in-Chief in place of Scott. 
From the date of his arrival at the capital until the 
spring of 1862 he raised and organized the Army of 
the Potomac and was loath to embark on any offensive 
operation until he had completed its equipment and 
training. 

As months passed by and nothing happened, public 
opinion began to demand action and became so 
clamorous that, on January 27, Lincoln issued an 
order that the Army of the Potomac would on 
February 22, the anniversaty of Washington’s birth- 
day, move south against the Confederate forces, still at 
Manassas Junction. To this McClellan strongly 
objected and placed before the President his own plan 
which was as follows: To transport the bulk of his 
army by sea to Urbana on the lower Rappahannock, 
which was but one day’s march from West Point and 
three from Richmond. Once at Urbana he was of 
opinion that he would be able to bottle up Magruder’s 
forces which were holding the Yorktown Peninsula and 
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capture Richmond before Joseph E. Johnston could fall 
back from Manassas and intervene. Failing Urbana, 
he suggested Mob Jack Bay, north of the mouth of the 
York river. Or as a last resort Fortress Monroe as 
possible places of disembarkation. 

Lincoln did not like this plan, for the terrors of the 
First Bull Run still obsessed him. In his opinion it 
would uncover the capital, leaving it open to direct 



FIG. 4 


attack by Johnston supported by Jackson, wiio was at 
this time occupying the Shenandoah Valley. In spite 
of this, on February 27 the Government accepted the 
plan as long as sufficient troops were left behind to 
defemi Washington. And on March 8 McClellan was 
instructed to open his campaign on the i8th. 

Meanwhile at Richmond the fall of Forts Henry and 
Donelson had so disconc^ted the Confederate Govern- 
ment that Jefferson Davis ordered Johnston fo fall back 
on Fredericksburg on March 9. Simultaneously a 
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most unlocked for event took place: The MerHmac, an 
ironclad vessel built by the Confederates at Norfolk, 
steamed out on March 8, attacked the Federal 
squadron at Hampton Roads, and on the following 
day fought her epoch-making duel with the Monitor. 
The result of these two events was that McClellan 
was ordered to change his place of disembarkation to 
Fortress Monroe and to leave 40,000 men to garrison 
Washington. 

On March 17 the disembarkation of McClellan’s 
army began, but it was not until April 4 that it moved 
northwards, and even then, though McClellan had 
under his immediate command over 100,000 men, 
and was opposed by less than 13,000 under Magruder, 
his progress was slow and cautious. Johnston's idea was 
to concentrate all available forces, including those in 
the Carolinas and Georgia, and accept battle with the 
invader under the fortifications of Richmond. Lee, 
who as we have seen was recalled to Richmond on 
March 13, opposed this suggestion, because it would 
expose the seaports of Charleston and Savannah to 
capture, and Jefferson Davis agreeing with him, 
Johnston was ordered to take command against 
McClellan. This he did, delaying him before York- 
town until May 3, when he retired towards Richmond, 
and, on the 20th, took up a position south of the 
capital, his right resting on Drury’s Bluff and his left 
on the Chickahominy in the vicinity of New Bridge. 

When McClellan left Washington it was found that 
in place of leaving 40,000 men to garrison it he had 
left less than half this number, and the upshot was 
that the Government detained there one of his Corps, 
namely, that under General McDowell. McClellan, 
having now establfshed his^ headquarters at White 
House onThe Pamunkey, urged Lincoln to send this 
Corps, then assembled in the neighbourhood of 
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Frederick'sburg, back to him. This the President 
agreed to do, whereupon McClellan decided to 
advance on Richmond on May 20, three Corps to 
operate north* of the Chickahominy and two to the 
south of this river; obviously a dangerous distribution 
offeree were it not for the fact that McDowell now at 
the head of 40,000 men would be advancing south- 



wards from Fredericksburg on the 26th. Then, on the 
24th, he received information from Washington that 
as Banks had been defeated in the Valley McDowell 
had sent 20,000 to support him and so could no longer 
move south. What had actually happened? 

Though Lee had taken no (Jirect part m the 
Peninsula campaign, indirectly his influence nad been 
considerable. On April 5 Jdckson^ from the Val ey^ 
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had written to him: “If Banks is defeated, it may 
greatly retard McClellan’s movements.”*^ Whether 
this set Lee thinking northwards it is impossible to say. 
From his subsequent strategy it would appear that all 
along he had realized that an indirect attack on the 
nerves of the Washington Government would be a 
more profitable operation than any direct attack in 
the field. On April 21 he had written to Jackson: “I 
have no doubt that an attempt will be made to occupy 
Fredericksburg and use it as a base of operations 
against Richmond. Our present force there is very 
small. If you can use General Ewell’s division in an 
attack on Banks and to drive him back, it will prove a 
great relief to the pressure on Fredericksburg.”^® On 
the 29th Jackson, in reply, outlined his projected 
campaign against Milroy, McDowell and Banks, 
which resulted in his defeating Milroy at the village 
of McDowell on May 8, and Banks at Winchester on 
May 23. It was this electric campaign which had 
struck such terror into the Federal Government and 
which resulted in the withdrawal of McDowell from 
McClellan’s command. 

Jackson’s activity, which ever since November 1861, 
when he took command of the Confederate troops in 
the Shenandoah Valley, had perturbed the Federal 
Government by offering a standing threat to the 
capital, flow wrecked McClellan’s campaign, for had 
McDowell joined him he would have been able to 
concentrate 150,000 men against Johnston, and with 
so numerically superior a force almost certainly 
would the Confederates have been defeated and 
Richmond occupied. 

Before this shattering news was received McClellan 
had set in movenlent an pperation against a Con- 
federate lorce under General Branch which was located 
at Hanover Court House, his object being to clear 
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McDowell’s line of advance and _ to destroy the 
bridges on the Virginia Central Railroad. Hearing 
of McDowell’s withdrawal he nevertheless decided 
to continue with this operation, as he was afraid that 
Branch might attempt to fall upon his base depots at 
White House. Though this operation was successful 
it would have been wiser for McClellan to have 



changed his base to the James river, for White House 
was not entirely protected by his right wing. 

Jofmton, realizing the dangerous situation McClellan 
was in, decided to concentrate against and attack 
his right wing before M^cDowell could come to 
his support, but directly, he bear's that this general 
had been despatched to the Valley he cHhnged his 
plan and decided to attack the Federal left flank. On 
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May 31 the attack was launched and in the battle 
which ensued, called Seven Pines, or Fair Oaks, 
McClellan’s left wing was driven back and Johnston 
was severely wounded, and his place was taken by 
Lee, who, on June i, assumed command of the “Armies 
in Eastern Virginia and North Carolina.” 

Lee's position, though an exceeding anxious one, 
would have been far more perplexing had he not. 
already formulated a plan. On May 16, from the 
following communication to Jackson, it can clearly be 
seen what this plan was. He wrote: “. . . you will 
not, in any demonstration you may make,” against 
Banks, “lose sight of the fact it may become necessary 
for you to come to the support of General Johnston, 
and hold yourself in readiness to do so if required. 

. . . Whatever movement you make against Banks, 
do it speedily, and if successful drive him back toward 
the Potomac, and create the impression as far as 
possible that you design threatening that line.”^“ 

From June i, 1862, until his surrender to Grant at 
Appotomax Court House, Lee was the central military 
figure in the South, and never did this great soldier 
show his worth more than at this moment. Though 
the defences of Richmond had been greatly improved 
by him, McClellan and his army had approached so 
close to them that the abandonment of the capital was 
seriously 'considered. The army was in a state of 
despondency, and the principal officers unanimously 
urged a retirement to the Richmond works. Lee 
rightly objected to this, and in place strengthened the 
front of the army and carefully reconnoitred the<whole 
line from flank to flank; his presence amongst his 
troops doing more than anything else to re-establish 
confidence. V 

His first action was to construct a strong defensive 
base from which he could manoeuvre; for, his army 
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being numerically inferior to McClellan’s, he realized 
that 1:0 stand still and adopt a passive defence meant 
annihilation. From his reconnaissances he learned 
that not only' was McClellan’s right flank open, but 
that on this flank no more than a fraction of his force 
was north of the Chickahominy. At once he decided 
to destroy this fraction. To do so he determined to 
entrench his right flank so strongly that he would be 
able to reduce its garrison to a minimum; this would 
enable him to concentrate the strongest possible mobile 
force on his left. Thus his right became the base of 
action for his left — the hinge of his attack. This base 
he decided to hold with 30,000 men under Generals 
Magruder and Huger facing McClellan’s left, 75,000 
strong, and to concentrate some 50,000 against 
McClellan’s right — 25,000 strong under General 
Porter. To effect this concentration of force meant 
recalling Jackson from the Valley. 

In order to verify this plan, on June 1 1 he ordered 
General Stuart with 1,000 cavalry “to make a secret 
movement to the rear of the enemy,” the object 
being to locate the exact position of McClellan’s 
right. On the same day he notified Jackson that he 
was sending him 6 regiments under General Lawton 
and 8 under General Whiting to assist him in crushing 
the forces opposed to him; then Lee adds: “move 
rapidly to Ashland by rail or otherwise . . . alid sweep 
down between the Chickahominy and Pamunkey, 
cutting up the enemy’s communications . . while 
the army attacks General McClellan in front. 

Stuarts reconnaissance was as successful as it was 
bold; he made the entire circuit of the Federal army 
at the cost of one officer killed. Not only did he 
destroy $7,000,000 worth of stores, out what was much 
more important, he discovered that McClellan s 
entrenchments did not extend beyond Beaver Dam, 
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that there was no indication that McClellan’ intended 
to change his base at White House, and that he had 
“neglected to fortify the ridge between the head 
waters of the Beaver Dam Creek’’. . . and an 
affluent of the Pamunkey,”^® and it was by the road 
running along this ridge that Lee hoped to gain the 
Federal communications. 

On the 8th Jackson defeated Fremont at Cross Keys 
and the next day Shields suffered a similar fate at 
Port Republic. The news from Stuart being received 
on the 14th, on the i6th Lee realizing that the favour- 
able moment had arrived, asked Jackson to meet 
him.®^ At this meeting Jackson expressed his belief 
that his men could arrive at Ashland’s Station on the 
23rd, but Lee doubting this gave him an extra day, 
and decided to attack on the 26th. He, therefore, 
based his plans on Jackson being able to move forward 
from Ashland on the 25 th, which necessitated his 
arriving there on the 24th. In brief, the final plan 
was this: Magruder and Huger to hold McClellan’s 
left south of the Chickahominy, whilst Longstreet, 
A. P. Hill, D. H. Hill and Jackson were to attack 
McClellan’s right wing. Lee's idea was to draw 
McClellan out of his works and compel him to defend 
his line of communications with White House, Jackson 
and D. H. Hill were to threaten this line, and when 
they had'drawn McClellan in, Longstreet and A. P. Hill 
were to fall upon the left flank of whatever forces 
McClellan engaged.®* 

This entire plan pivoted upon Jackson advancing 
at 3 a.m. on the 26th and turning Beaver DamT®* In 
place, from Merry Oaks, he reported at 9 a.m., on 
the 26th, that the head of this column had only crossed 
the Virginia Central Railroad,®® and at 10 p.m. he 
reported: “The head of my column is nearly two 
miles from where it crossed the Central Railroad, and 
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is marching on the Hanover Court House and 
Mechanicsville turnpike.”®® Consequently it had 
taken him eleven hours to advance two miles! What 
had happened? Apparently he had lost his way, for 
Thomas Nelson Page informs us that Lincoln Sydnor, 
who was Jackson's guide on this occasion, told him 
that his column lost its way “on account of the new 



roads cut by the Federals.”®’ Personally, I think, 
straggling must be' added to this error; for a wrong 
road alone would scarcely account for a delay of 
eleven hours. 

Meanwhile nothing being heard of Jackson, on the 
afternoon of the 26th the van oPLee's army crossed 
to the- northern bank of the Chickahominy, and at 
Mechanicsville A. P. Hill became heavily engaged 
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and was repulsed with great slaughter.'®® Had 
McClellan possessed a spark of true generalship Lee\s 
plan would have been wrecked; for on the night of 
the 26th/27th, he could have either strongly reinforced 
his right flank — Porter — or else on the morning of the 
27th have broken through Lee's right and advanced on 
Richmond. That evening Lee must have felt a little 
nervous, for he telegraphed Huger'. “Hold your 
trenches to-night at the point of the bayonet if 
necessary”;®® nevertheless he knew his man, and 
rightly gambled on McClellan’s cautious nature. 
This general believing that Lee's army numbered 
180,000 men,®® decided to abandon the attack and 
transfer his base from White House to the James 
river, and from there recommence offensive opera- 
tions as occasion offered.®^ 

At dawn on the 27th Porter fell back to a prepared 
position at Gaines’s Mill, and was followed up by 
Longstreet and A. P. Hill, who were once again com- 
pelled to delay their attack on account of the non- 
arrival oi Jackson.^ At about i p.m. Lee, unable to 
wait any longer, ordered Longstreet and A. P. Hill 
forward, and a disjointed series of furious assaults 
took place. A. P. Hill was first repulsed, then Long- 
street struck Porter’s right, later D. H. Hill struck at 
his left, and at length Jackson appeared. Porter, all 
but unsujjported by McClellan, was then driven from 
his position, and during the night withdrew to the 
south bank of the Chickahominy. 

From the night of June 27 until July i Lee lost all 
grip of the battle, because his staff organizatiem was 
defective in the extreme; this may be seen from many 
of the battle reports, and especially Magruder' s,^^ in 
which everyone se'ems to h^ve been issuing orders to 
everyone"^ else; also the country was enclosed, the 
troops scattered and his subordinate commanders 
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far too independent. On the 28th touch was lost with. 
McClellan, and Lee himself says: “We were . . . 
compelled to wait until his purpose should be 
developed.”®^' To clear up the situation he pushed 
Ewell out to Bottom Bridge, and, considering that he 
was now in pursuit, committed the egregious error of 
sending the whole of his cavalry under Stuart to break 
up the York River railroad and so prevent McClellan 
reopening connection with his base on the Pamun- 
key.®® Thus Stuart was lost to him, and did not rejoin 
him until after his defeat at Malvern Hill. ® ® 

McClellan’s army being discovered moving towards 
the James, the pursuit was taken up on the 29th, 
Huger and Magruder being ordered to strike the retiring 
Federals in flank whilst Longstreet^ the two Hills and 
Jackson were to attack them in rear (see Map No. 3). 
In this combined movement Jackson played a sorry 
part. Finding Grape Vine Bridge over an affluent of 
the Chickahominy destroyed, he lost the whole day in 
repairing it,®’ and Magruder left single-handed, was 
repulsed at Savage Station. The next day Lee hoped 
that Longstreet and A. P. Hill would be able to hold 
the enemy at Fraiser’s Farm, Huger coming in on their 
right whilst Jackson and D. H. Hill came in on their 
left, attacking the enemy on their flank and in rear. 
Huger never appeared, and Jackson and D. H. Hill 
remained the whole of the day north of Wliite Oak 
Swamp Creek. 

Jackson's behaviour this day was either due to utter 
exhaustion®® or to a fit of religious mania; as Colonel 
Munferd says, this day Jackson “was in a peculiar 
mood.”®® Whatever was the reason, this delay not 
only wrecked Longstreet and A. P. Hill's attack, but 
enabled McClellan to withdraw in^safety to Malvern 
Hill. There he took up an extremely strong’position, 
which he protected with tier after tier of guns. In 
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spite of the fact that A. P. Hill reported ' that the 
position was too formidable to warrant attack,^® Lee 
ordered one to be made, believing the enemy to be 
demoralized.’'^ Once again the assaults were piece- 
meal. The signal was to be a shout from one of 
Huger" s brigades, and late in the afternoon of July i 
D. H. Hill hearing a shout, which was not, however, 
the right one, pushed forward unsupported by. 
Jackson, who again was late in rendering assistance.’® 
Then Huger and Magruder attacked, only to be thrown 
back with great slaughter. These disjointed assaults 
cost Lee over 5,000 men killed and wounded,’® 
McClellan losing about a third of this number. Thus 
ended the Seven Days’ Battle, in which McClellan 
lost 15,849 and Lee 20,614 men.’^ 

Lee deserved well of his countrymen, for it was he 
and he alone who saved Richmond. His conceptions 
were brilliant, his executions faulty and unnecessarily 
costly. This was due to the lack of co-operation 
between his subordinate commanders. General 
Taylor says: “Indeed it may be confidently asserted 
that from Cold Harbor to Malvern Hill inclusive, 
there was nothing but a series of blunders, one after 
another, and all huge. The Confederate commanders 
knew no more about the topography of the country 
than they did about Central Africa. . . . We had 
much praying at various headquarters, and large 
reliance on special providence; but none were 
vouchsafed, by pillar of cloud or fire; so we blundered 
on, like people trying to read without knowledge of 
their letters.”’® This lack of co-operation was due 
to two cardinal defects in Lee"s system of command, 
and this we shall see again and again, namely, his 
dislike to interfere with his, subordinates once battle 

r 

was engaged, and his reliance on verbal orders. 
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Second Bull Run, Antietam and Fredericksburg 

On the day upon which Lee first attacked, namely, 
June 26, the forces of Fremont, Banks and McDowell 
were placed under the command of Major-General 
John Pope,’® who was ordered to cover Washington, 
secure the Valley, and by operating against Charlottes- 
ville draw Coixfederate forces away from McClellan. ’ ’ 
On July II, as we have seen, Halleck was called to 
Washington and became General-in-Chief;’® he 
arrived at Washington on July 22; meanwhile on the 
1 2th Pope moved part of his force on Gordonsville.’® 

Though McClellan at Harrison’s Landing appealed 
to Halleck: “Here direcdy in front of this army, is the 
heart of the Rebellion. ... It is here on the banks of 
the James, that the fate of the Union should be 
decided,”®® he so exaggerated Lee’s numbers, report- 
ing that he had 200,000 men,®^ that it was found 
impossible sufficiently to reinforce him, and on 
August 3 he was ordered to withdraw his army north. 

Meanwhile Lee foreseeing that McClellan would 
not move, and learning of Pope’s advance on 
Charlottesville, on July 13 he sent Jackson to Gordons- 
ville, north of which place, at Cedar Mountain, he 
fought a successful action against Banks on A^agust 9, 
and then retired across the Rapidan (see Map No. 4). 
Four days later, hearing rumours of McClellan’s 
embarkation, Lee at.once made up his mind to move 
north, and, leaving only two brigades for the defence 
of Richhiond, he ordered his army on Gordonsville.®® 
There, on the 15th, he decided to turn Pope’s right 
flank, by interposing his army between the Rapidan 
and Washington. Fortunately for rope, Lei^s order 
fell into his hands,®® and at once realizing the danger 
of his position Pope withdrew to the Rappahannock.®^ 
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Lee followed him up, and after spending five days 
in endeavouring to turn his right he decided on a 
move of extraordinary audacity, but one which in 
the circumstances was entirely justified, namely, 
before McClellan could complete his withdrawal and 
support Pope in full, to hold Pope and his 70,000 
men with 25,000 to 30,000, and to send Jackson with 
part of Stuarfs cavalry, some 24,000 in all, by a 
circuitous route through Thoroughfare Gap and 
strike at his base — Manassas Junction. Though the 
danger of so widely separating his forces was great, 
it was not unwarranted; for his idea was to compel 
Pope to fall back and not to risk a battle with him, 
and after he had fallen back to advance Longstreet 
and threaten Washington by carrying his entire army 
into the Valley.®® 

From now onwards the key to Lee's strategy is to 
be sought in the name of the army he commanded: 
“Northern Virginia” was his strategical goal, and at 
this moment it was undoubtedly towards this goal 
that he was aiming. 

On the 25th Jackson set out from Jefferson and 
marched to Salem via Amissville; on the 26th he 
marched through Thoroughfare Gap and arrived at 
Bristoe Station; from there he sent forward Stuart, 
who captured Manassas Junction.*® Meanwhile 
Pope, on the 25th, had learned of Jackson's movement, 
but thought he was bound for the Valley.®’ Hearing 
of his raid he abandoned the Jine of the Rappa- 
hannock and ordered a concentration on Manassas 
Junction.®® « 

By the retirement of Pope’s army the first of Lee's 
two objects was gained, and to carry out the second, 
namely,^ an advance into^ the Valley, all that was 
necessary was an order to Jackson to move with all 
possible rapidity via Aldie and Snicker’s Gap on 
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Berryville', whilst he with the rest of the army marched 
via Ashby’s Gap to the same place. Holding Front 
Royal and the Gaps north of it, he could have 

advancedonHarper’sFerry,andfromtherebythreaten- 

ing Washington could have compelled the withdrawal 
of the Federal forces for the defence of this city. 

Considering that the policy of the South was 
defensive, and that it demanded an offensive strategy 
and defensive tactics, and further considering that 
Lee was a past-master in offensive strategical move- 
ments, it is astonishing to find him committing the 
same error he committed during the Seven Days’ 
Battle of abandoning the strategical offensive and 
assuming a tactical offensive. In place of moving 
on Ashby’s Gap he moved through Thoroughfare 
Gap, which had it not been for an error on the part 
of Pope’s subordinates would have^ been held. By 
moving through this Gap it is obvious he intende 
to unite with Jackson west of the Bull Run Mountains, 
and fight a battle with Pope before McClellan could 
ioin him. This he did on the 29th and 30th, hand- 
somely defeating Pope in the Second Battle of BuU 
Run, or Manassas, but not decisively, for on the 31st 
falling back on Centerville Pope was there left in 
peace— there was no pursuit. Further it must not be 
overlooked that on the 29th Jcwkson stood unsupported, 
or practically so, and had Thoroughfare Gap been 
held he would have found himself in a similar pre ica 
ment on the 30th. Jackson^s brilliant manoeuvre 
with all its risks was sound strategy and redounds 
to Le^s generalship. Lee^s manoeuvre was unsound; 
further, it was not strategically remunerative, for 
out of an effective total of 48,527 men he lost between 

August 27 and September 2 93197-^® , 

On the 3 1 st, not considering it a profitable operation 
to attack Pope in position, Lee decided to turn his 
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right flank, and to effect this envelopment he ordered 
his army to move north of Centerville and advance 
on Fairfax Court House.*® An assault on the fortifica- 
tions of Washington was out of the question, for Lee's 
army was so badly supplied that it was impossible for 
him to remain more than a few days in the same 
place; *1 further, McClellan was arriving, and Lee 
would soon be so vastly outnumbered that he would 
be compelled to retreat. 

Where move to? He was loath to fall back on the 
Rappahannock until winter prevented a Federal 
move south; further his army was so badly found 
that he was compelled to look for a well-stocked area 
to feed his troops. He could do so in the Shenandoah 
Valley, or by crossing the Potomac and advancing 
into Maryland and Pennsylvania. The second course, 
though the more risky, was nevertheless strategically 
sound as long as a battle was avoided. Maryland was 
enemy country, and not only was it well stocked, but 
many of its inhabitants were sympathetic to the 
Southern cause. Lee could supply himself here, 
possibly gather in recruits, and certainly draw 
the Federal forces further and further away from 
Richmond.** 

On September 3 he wrote to Jefferson Davis 
pointing out, that “The present seems to be the most 
propitioifs time since the commencement of the war 
for the Confederate Army to enter Maryland,” but 
that the army “is not properly equipped for an 
invasion ... is feeble in transportation . . . the 
men ... in thousands of instances are destitute of 
shoes. . . .”** On the 4th, without waiting for a 
reply, he issued his orders for an advance,** and the 
next day, in a letter to Dayis, he asked for a bridge 
to be built over the Rappahannock so that in the 
event of falling back he could take up a position about 
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Warrenton, and threaten any advance on Rich- 
mond.®® Between the 4th and the 7th his army 
crossed the Potomac in the vicinity of Leesburg,®® 
and much straggling occurred.®’ On the next day, 
the 8th, he wrote to Davis as follows; “The present 
position of affairs, in my opinion, places it in the 
power of the Government of the Confederate States 
to propose with propriety to that of the United States 
the recognition of our independence. ®® His recent 
startling successes appear to have upset his balance, 
to him the Union was virtually down and out, and 
as for the Northern soldiers, “those people” as he 
called them, they were beneath contempt.^ He 
appears to have overlooked two obvious and impor- 
tant points: that the invasion of Maryland would 
rouse the North, and that his past successes were 
due not to lack of courage on the part of the Federal 
soldiers, but to lack of leadership in the Federal 
generals. 

He crossed the Potomac east of the Blue Ridge, 
because he considered this would threaten Washington 
and Baltimore.®® At Frederick City he was surprised 
to learn that the Federal garrisons at Harper’s Fe^y 
and Martinsburg had not been withdrawn.^®® On 
the 9th he detached Jackson and McLaws to round 
them up. This was an astonishing move, for though 
his eventual line of retirement would almost certainly 
be the Valley, and these places lay on this line, he 
had no intention of holding them once they were 
captured, consequently there was nothing to prevent 
their Te-occupation after he had proceeded north. 
The truth would appear to be that though McClellan 
had now replaced Pope in command of the Army 
of the Potomac, Lee held his endmy in such utter 
contempt that he saw no danger in sending half his 
army in one direction whilst he proceeded with the 
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remaining half in the other; and this in face of an 
army which outnumbered his own by nearly two to 
one! Of this suicidal dispersion of force General 
Longstreet writes: “The great mistake of the campaign 
was the division of Lee’s army. If General Lee had 
kept his forces together, he would not have suffered 
defeat. . . . The next year on our way to Gettysburg, 
there was the same situation of affairs at Harper’s 
Ferry, but we let it alone.” 

To make matters worse, on the 13th a copy of 
Lee’s order (No. 191) was found in an abandoned 
Confederate camp and sent to McClellan. Thus, 
through a stroke of unexpected good fortune, finding 
himself in possession of his enemy’s order of battle, 
this general should have made a night march on the 
Gaps in the South Mountain, have stormed them, 
and have dealt with the halves of his enemy’s army 
in detail. In place he delayed to advance until the 
14th. Lee learning^®® that his plans had been dis- 
closed, hurriedly turned about his column at Hagers- 
town and marched towards the Gaps to support their 
weak garrisons. On the afternoon of the 14th Turner’s 
Gap being stormed by the Federals, Lee was forced to 
retire. He decided to recross the Potomac by the 
ford at Shepherdstown;^®® then a few hours later he 
determined to concentrate’-®* his divided army at 
Sharpsburg and there accept battle. 

What persuaded him to change his mind is difficult 
to say. Harper’s Ferry had not yet fallen, it fell on 
the 15th; this cannot have been the reason, for he 
could have crossed the river on the i6th. General 
Sir Frederick Maurice suggests that it was to gain 
time for the rebuilding of the bridges over the Rapidan 
and Rappahannock for purposes of supply.’®® This 
seems a little far-fetched; in any case it would not 
have prevented him crossing the river in place of 
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fiffhtinff with his back to it. The reason was, I think, 
Lee^s excessive contempt for his enemy; further, his 
personal pride could not stomach the idea that such 
L enemy could drive him out of Maryland, and this 
in spite of the fact that there was nothing to prevent 
him being attacked on the i6th, and before Jackson s 

force would rejoin him. _ r i,* 

The battle of Sharpsburg, or Antietam, was fought 
nn the 17th, a totally unnecessary battle, and a very 
costly one; for though the Federal assaults were 

repulsed Lee lost 13,724 men.i»« 

That this battle was fought to indicate personal 
pride its sequel shows: When, on the evening of 
the 17th, Longstreet, D. H. Hill, Hood and S. ^ 
recounted their losses, and urged Lee to retire, his 
reply was the one I have already quoted, namely. 
“Gentlemen, we will not cross the Potomac to-riig _ 
If McClellan wants to fight in the morning I v^U 

give him battle again. Go!”^- Again, on September 

L writing to Davis he said: “In a military point of 
^i^w, the best move, in my opimon, the army could 
make would be to advance upon Hagerstown and 
endeavour to defeat the enemy at that point _ 
would not hesitate to make it even with our dimin- 
ished numbers, did the army exhibit its former 
temper That it did not do so is not surprising, 

seeing that it lost 25 per cent, of its total strength at 

• assuaged his pride, the torn and shattered 

Army of Northern Virginia, amidst scenes of awfo 
gran^ur,^- crossed the Potomac on the night of Ae 
i8th, and withdrew to Winchester, where Lee collected 
his strasslers and recruited his forces. 

ObviSisly McClellan should have followed lum up 
hot-footed, but still obsessed by the “f 

numerical superiority.*” he did not cross the Potomac 
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until October 26, and then at the head of 110,000 
men. On November 7 he moved to the neighbour- 
hood of Warrenton, at which place he was relieved of 
his command by General Burnside. 

Leaving Jackson's corps at Winchester, ^ ^ ^ on 
November 2 Lee with Longstreef s corps moved to Front 
Royal, and thence to Culpeper Court House. On 
the loth he pointed out^^^ to the Secretary of War 
that as he was too weak to attack he would be com- 
pelled to rely on manoeuvre. In truth his army was 
not suflBciently well equipped to do either, for a little 
later on he deplores that he has between 2,000 and 
3,000 barefooted men, and then adds: “I am informed 
that there is a large number of shoes now in Richmond 
in the hands of extortioners, who hold them at an 
extravagant price.”^^® 

Burnside’s plan was to give up the Orange and 
Alexandria railroad, base himself on Aquia Creek, 
and from Fredericksburg march directly upon Rich- 
mond. Lincoln when giving this plan his blessing, 
ominously added that he thought it might succeed 
if Burnside moved rapidly, “otherwise not.” This 
decision was made on November 14, yet on the 
24th Burnside was still waiting for pontoons, and it 
was not until December 1 1 that his army began to 
cross the Rappahannock. 

Such S delay was more than enough for Lee to 
fathom his adversary’s plan, and, on November 18, 
he ordered Longstreet from Culpeper Court House to 
Fredericksburg. The next day he wrote to Jackson 
stating that he did not anticipate “making a -deter- 
mined stand north of the North Anna,”“'* to which 
Jackson agreed, but the Richmond Government 
objected. In spite? of this ojyection it was not until 
the 26th "that he ordered ^ Jackson to join him, 
which he did on the 30th, five days after Burnside’s 
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pontoons-had arrived, and four days 
rreek-Falmouth railroad was completed. 

£ky so long in concentrating his army was to accep 
risk scarcely justifiable in the circumstances. Thu 
bv the end of November the two armies faced each 
other on the Rappahannock, Burnsides numbering 
122,000 and Lee’s 78, 500. 
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Under cover of a powerful artillery assembled^ on 
Stafford Heights, Burnside’s plan was to cross the river 
a littl 5 below Fredericksburg, with Sumner’s corps on 
his right, Hooker’s in the centre, and Franklin s on 
his left, and advance on Lee, whose position, a most 
formidable one, ran from Hamilton Crossing a little 
north of Massaponax Creek on the right to Taylor s 
Hill immediately opposite Falmouth on the left. 

171 


GRANT AND LEE 

This position was to all intents and purposes un- 
attackable, and to make matters worse Burnside 
selected Lee’s left flank, his strongest, as the objective 
of his decisive attack. 

On the 1 2th the Federal deployment on the right 
bank of the Rappahannock was completed, and, 
according to Heros von Borcke, Jackson and Stuart were 
of opinion that the best plan was “to make a sudden 
general attack upon the enemy under cover of the 
fog,” but Lee wisely had decided against an offensive, 
“preferring to fight behind his entrenchments and to 
inflict a severe blow upon the enemy without the risk 
of fearful loss of life.” ^ ^ ® 

The following morning, the 13th, the attack was 
launched, “A military panorama,” writes von Borcke, 
“the grandeur of which I have never seen equalled. 
On they came in beautiful order, as if on parade, a 
moving forest of steel, their bayonets glistening in the 
bright sunlight.” At the sight of it Jackson turned 
to von Borcke and exclaimed: “Major, my men have 
sometimes failed to take a position, but to defend one 
never! I am glad the Yankees are coming.” Every 
assault was shattered, Burnside losing 12,653 men to 
Tee’j 5,309.121 

Burnside’s repulse was complete, dsid Lee still had 
in hand two-thirds of his force intact. 123 Taylor says: 
“It was Certainly the most easily won of all the great 
battles of the war.”i2» “It was very cold and very 
clear,” writes Robert Stiles, “and the aurora borealis 
of the night of December 13th, 1862, surpassed in 
splendour any like exhibition I ever saw.” 124 Poj- Tee 
to have attacked that night was probably impossible, 
but when on the following morning Burnside’s army 
remained inactive'' and still .on the right bank of the 
Rappahannock with its back to the river, an opportunity 
was offered to the Confederate commander which 
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seldom occurs in war. It is true that the guns on 
Stafford Heights covered the Federal forcK, 

SlBS in the early morning mist of the « would 
£ve been possible for Ue to have advanced so close 
m his ene^y as to have rendered *eu promcuve 
fire as dangerous to friend as to foe. Had on 
4 e Iming of the .4th,” writes Chesney, “thrown 
his whole force frankly against the Northern Arm^^ 
reduced as the latter was in numbers, and rnuc 
more in morale by its severe repulse, it is scarcely to 
be doubted that a mighty advantage wouM have 
been obtained. ... It is possible, indeed that the 
scenes of Leipsic or the Beresina might have be 
repeated on the Rappahannock, and the greatei 
part of the Federal corps have been captured or 
Lstroved ^ ^ ^ But no, on the evening of the 1 3th 

■ no preparations for a counter-offensive were made 
“Om commander-in-chief,’; says M^ot von Borcke 
“adhering to his earliest idea, still o , 

forward movement, for which, in my judgment, 
golden moment had now passed, had he inclin 
favour it Further, he writes: Not one of our 

Generals was aware of the magnitude 
we had gained, of the injury we had inflicted upon 

the enemy, and of the degree f 

hostile army; everybody regarded the as but half 

done, and expected a renewal of the attack 

^^h^S-’dlned, and no renewal of the 

battle was attempted, Jackson proposed ^ ^ 

and. In order to avoid the coiifusion and n^^'^akes s 

common in these operations, he ourselves 

Colonel Fremantle, “that we should al P . 

perfectlynaked.”-« (N.B. TjnaeoTyear imd-^ 
When, on the 15th, Burnside recrossed tl^e river ^nd 
returned to his encampments at Falmouth, L 
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“extremely chagrined that the Federals should have 
succeeded in so cleverly making their escape.”^ 29 
Clever Burnside certainly was not, and Lee in this 
campaign missed his one and only opportunity of 
ending the war, just as McClellan missed his, on the 
morning of September 18 at Antietam. 

Bragg and Grant in the West 

Whilst Lee was establishing a reputation in the 
East which petrified the Union Government and in 
consequence addled its strategic brain, in the West, 
because there was no directing organ, a series of 
campaigns took place which was doomed to end in 
failure. 

Corinth having been occupied by Halleck the West 
was open to him; yet he did nothing, worse, for in 
place of following up his enemy, compelling him to 
battle or driving him into Vicksburg, he suggested 
to Washington that the road was now clear for Buell 
and the Army of the Ohio to advance on Chattanooga 
and so drive the Confederates out of East Tennessee. 
This was agreed upon; his other two armies, the Army 
of the Tennessee under Grant and the Army of the 
Mississippi under Pope (soon to be relieved by 
Rosecrans), did nothing except repair the Memphis- 
Charleston railroad. Then came the crowning mercy, 
for, as we have seen, on July ii Halleck was called 
to Washington to become General-in-Chief. 

Grant, who had been in disgrace ever since the 
battle of Shiloh, now assumed command of the 
Armies of the Tennessee and Mississippi, which 
according^ to Halleck’s orders were to constitute a 
reserve for Buell to draw on should he require more 
men. Watching the summer slip by Grant grew 
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fretful and, on July 30, he asked Halleck for permission 
to move against Van Dorn, then at Holly Springs and 
Grand Junction. This eventually was allowed, and on 
September 18 and October 2-6 he won two brilliant 
engagements over the Confederate forces at luka and 
Corinth. Of the second of these battles he himse^ 
says that it “was a crushing blow to the enemy, arid 
felt by him much more than it was appreciated in 

the North.” ^ . 

The battle of Memphis won by Admiral Davis on 
June 6, 1862, had gained for the Federal cause the 
command of the upper Mississippi, and the occupa- 
tion of New Orleans by General Butler’s troops on 
May I, had opened the mouth of this same river. An 
now Grant’s victory at Corinth, compelling the 
Confederates to retire southwards, opened the way 
to Vicksburg, the strongest point left on the Mississippi 
and the main link between the Confederate States 
west and east of this river. Halleck should have 
advanced on Vicksburg in June Gran^ recognised 
this, and three weeks after the battle of Corinth h 
wrote to Halleck: “You never have suggested to me 
any plan of operation in this departinent. . . • ^ 

small reinforcements at Memphis I think I '^ould b 
able to move down the Mississippi Central road and 
cause the evacuation of Vicksburg.” ^ ^ On 
6 Halleck approved of this advance,^ and prohiise 

send Grant 20,000 reinforcements. _ 

When this encouraging news 
position which confronted him was as follows; Bragg 
who had replaced Beauregard in June, now oiiposed 
Buell in East Tennessee. Buell s danger lay 

exposure of his right flank, for even if g^ne^ 

Chattanooga, a turmng movement from ^ ’ 

that is from Northern Alabama, might easily 
him out of it. Grant saw that his projected campaign 
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depended on the possibility of Buell’s advance, and 
that this advance depended for its security on his 
own army moving south on Vicksburg, which would 
draw Confederate reinforcements away from Buell. 
T his is proved by the fact that, on November 6,^®^ he 
informed Sherman that it was not possible for him to 
make a plan until he was certain what the other 
Union arrhies, not only Buell’s but Burnside’s, were 
going to do. He saw that all must co-operate, so he 
asked Halleck to inform him what the exact situation 
was. The only answer he received was: “Fight the 
enemy when you please.”^® ^ 

I will now turn to Buell and see what he was doing, 
for the failure of his campaign was destined to raise 
Grant to the pinnacle of his generalship. 

Bragg, having succeeded Beauregard on June 27, 
found the bulk of his army at Tupelo, Buell’s van 
having reached Decherd, some thirty miles north of 
Bridgeport, where, on July 13, Forrest raided his 
communications at Murfreesborough and forced him 
to halt. Bragg thereupon determined to regain East 
Tennessee by invading Middle Tennessee and 
Southern Kentucky. His plan was a bold one, 
namely, to reinfprce Kirby Smith at Cumberland Gap 
and direct him on to Louisville, Buell’s base of 
operations, whilst he advanced from Chattanooga. 
(See Map No. ,2.) 

Once again a raid, this time at Gallatin on the 
railway between Nashville and Bowling Green, forced 
Buell to halt; \yhereupon Kirby Smith advancing from 
Cumberland Gap pushed back the weak enemy force 
confronting him, and, on September 2, established his 
headquarters at Lexington, from where he threatened 
Louisville and Cincinnati. . Meanwhile Bragg moved 
to Sparta, whereupon Buell concentrated his forces 
at Murfreesborough. A race north now took place, 
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Riipll fallinsr back on Bowling Green and Bragg 
advancing to Glasgow. Then, 

Buell further back and bringing Kirby Smith down on 
his rear, Bragg^ all strategy aside and deci^d to 
ioin up with Kirby Smith, not to fight a battle but to 
inaugurate a Secessionist State capital at Frankfort. 
Thus Buell was saved and he fell back on Louisville. 

On October i Buell moved out of Louisville. 
Sending a small force towards Frankfort to protect his 
left flank, he advanced on Bardstown which com- 
nelled Brazg to fall back, and on September _ 8, an 
encounter took place at Perryville. Not wishing to 
risk a battle against numerically superior torces. 
Brass then fell back into East Tennessee, and, on 
October 30, Buell, who had fallen foul of Halleck, was 
replaced by General Rosecrans, the Army of ^the 
Ohio being renamed the Arniy of the Cumberland. 

The winter having now set in Rosecrans decided no 
to advance south until he had repaired the railways an 
re-established his depots. This done, on December 26 
he advanced from Nashville, and was confronted by 
Bragg at Murfreesborough, where, on the last day ot 
the year, a sanguinary battle was fought. Thoug e 
results were indecisive Braggs losses were so heavy 
that he decided on a withdrawal to Chattanooga, 
where he went into winter quarters. ^ 

Whilst Rosecrans was reorganizing his army, a 
shabby intrigue against Grant, in which Lincoln w 
involvk was taking place. The victories oHuka tmd 
Corinth, which were entirely due to Grant s strategy, 
were attributed to Rosecrans, and it was because ot 
this that Buell, a far abler soldier, had been relieved 

of his command. Now General McClernand, one ol 

Grant’s subordinates and^ a politival general, a 
brought pressure to bear on Washington to piace him 
in commLd of a force^®® to be collected at Memphis 
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from where it was to move down the Mississippi and 
attack Vicksburg. AccidentaUy hearing of this 
proposal and realizing that McClernand wp unfit 
for an independent command, Graiit decided to 
hasten forward an operation he was then preparing. 
On November 13 he had informed Halleck that his 
cavalry had entered Holly Springs, ® ® but that he 



did not intend to move further south until his line of 
communications was in fulk working order. Now he 
decided to move as soon as possible; to send Sherman 
by river from Memphis to Vicksburg whilst he 
advanced from Grand Junction. In short, his plan 
was to draw Pemberton, thep in command at Jackson, 
towards Grenada, and by thus weakening the Con- 
federate forces at Vicksburg facilitate Sherman’s attack. 
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Bv Decfember 12, when Grant was 60 miles south 
of Grand Junction, Sherman set out at the head of 
,2 000 men, landing at Milliken’s Bend on Christmas 
Day On Dkember 29 he fought the battle of 
Chicaksaw Bluff and was repulsed. On January 2 
McClernand, who was senior to him, arrived at 
Milliken’s Bend and took over command of the 

Grant moved southwards his supply difficulties 
inweased, and being a general who realized the 
importance of supplies, he established a depot at 
HoW Springs, informing^^’ Halleck that on account 
of his long line of communications he would not, 
without further reinforcements, be able to advance 
beyond Grenada. Meanwhile Jefferson Davis, 
becoming thoroughly alarmed, appointed^ General 
Joseph E. Johnston to command the who e of the 
Confederate forces distributed between the Blue Ridge 
and the Mississippi river. Arriving at Chattanooga 
Johnston ordered^®^ Bragg to send out a force oi 
cavalry and fall upon Grant’s communications, with 
the result that, on December 20, Van Dorn made a 
dash for Holly Springs, surprised its garrison and 

destroyed the depot. ^ 

This raid completely upset Grant s plans, and 
fearing McClernand’s incompetence, he asked 
Halleck for authority to retire on Mernphis and take 
command of the river expedition. Being now com- 
pelled to forage, he soon found that the country was 
so well stocked that he could have “pushed on to the 
rear of' Vicksburg, and probably have succeeded in 
capturing the place.”^^ On January 10 he returned 

to Memphis, and, on the 30th, 

Point, at the mouth of the Yazoo rivSr, and there took 

over command from McClernand. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE GENERALSHIP OF GRANT AND LEE, 

1863 

The Vicksburg Campaign 

Established at Young’s Point, Grant’s problem was 
a perplexing one, for having decided on the river 
approach there was no question of turning back, as 
such a move would have at once caused his many 
political enemies to pronounce him to be a vacillating 
general and to demand his removal. He could not 
attack the fortress frontally, that was out of the 
question, and he could not establish a base south of it 
until the winter rains had ceased. “From the moment 
of taking command in person,” he says in his report, 
“I became satisfied that Vicksburg could only be 
turned from the south side.”^ But what was he to do? 
He could not sit still for four or five months, so he 
decided to carry out a series of operations amongst 
the bayous mainly to the north of Vicksburg, not only 
to keep*^ his army employed but to keep Pemberton 
perplexed. His apparent slowness gave rise to an 
outcry that he was incompetent. Badeau tells us that 
“he was pronounced utterly destitute of genius or 
energy; his repeatedly baffled schemes declared to 
emanate from a brain utterly unfitted for such trials; 
his persistency was dogged obstinacy, his patience was 
sluggish ^dullness. ® ^ 

At length, towards the end of March, the waters on 
the Louisiana bank of the Mississippi began to recede, 
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A Pr^nf determined to move south (see Map. No. 5). 
Thimr McXrson. Logan and Wilson offered 
stron? opposition to such an advance, Sherma 
iserting tLt the only way to take Vicksburg was to 
Return to Memphis, and from there move down the 
Mississippi Central railroad. Grant saw that politically 
if not strategically, this was impossible, consequently 
he tdhered to his plan, and in order to mystify his 
enemy he moved Sherman’s corps 150 miles north 
of Viksburg and sent Colonel ^nerson on a rai 
fioo miles through Mississippi— from La Graug.^ to 
Bin Rouge. ®This force killed .00 -d 
500 Confederates at a cost to itself of three m 

killed and seven wounded. 

On the night of April .6 Admiral Porter successfully 
ran a convoy past 1 Vicksburg battenes and. on 
£ go* at last, after four months' wresthng with 
rain, river and mud. Grant land^ Ins ^my on e 

eastern bank of *e Missteippi at !. 

a degree of relief scarcely ever equalled since, 

write? “ . I “ ‘ 

7 he river with the enemy. All *e camptugns 

lots, hardships and "'w made 

December previous to this time tha ^ 

and endured, were for the accomplishment of this 

"“l.tim?,on May I, McClernand's c^aWed 
on Port Gibson, and at that place debated a L.on 
federate force which on *e 3rd was d~er the 
Big Black river; whereupon Giant estaoiis 
base at'Grand Gulf 

The problem which now faced hi • ^ 

exceptional difficulty. 

Strong and it commanded though 

r? ’7 sole Une of supply-the M— 

army numbered about 51.000 all told. Pemtams 
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some ten thousand less; but as Vicksburg' was con- 
nected by railroad to the interior this number might 
rapidly be increased. To attack Vicksburg from the 
south was out of the question, for the risk of being 
taken in rear by forces assembled at Jackson was too 
great. Grant decided, therefore, to strike at the 
decisive point, the rear of Vicksburg; that is to 
advance on Jackson, and cut the fortress’s line of 
supply. To do so and simultaneously maintain his 
own line of supply with Grand Gulf would have 
absorbed so large a force, that Grant (having learned 
his lesson at Holly Springs) decided on one of the 
boldest steps ever taken in war, namely, to “cut loose 
from” his “base, destroy the rebel forces in rear of 
Vicksburg and invest or capture the city.”® The 
audacity of this strategy completely bewildered 
Pemberton, and it may well bewilder the reader; for 
on May 2 the disastrous battle of Chancellorsville 
was begun, and any inkling in Washington of this 
audacious move would almost certainly have led to its 
cancellation. As it was, when Halleck learned of the 
movement he at once ordered Grant to return; but 
fortunately there was no telegraph line in operation 
south of Cairo, and Grant was well on his way before 
this order reached him. 

Once he had made up his mind Grant moved like 
lightning. He called in Sherman, loaded five days’ 
rations in his trains and keeping the Big Black river 
picketed, on the 7th he moved forward on Raymond,, 
where he defeated a small force under General Gregg. 
On the 14th Jackson was in his hands, Joseph Johnston 
withdrawing to Canton whilst Pemberton was manoeuv- 
ring against Grant’s none-existent line of communica- 
tions in order to force him to fall back and protect it. 
Then turning westwards from Jackson, on May 16 he 
met Pemberton at Champion’s Hill and defeated him, 
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some ten thousand less; but as Vicksburg' was con- 
nected by railroad to the interior this number might 
rapidly be increased. To attack Vicksburg from the 
south was out of the question, for the risk of being 
taken in rear by forces assembled at Jackson was too 
great. Grant decided, therefore, to strike at the 
decisive point, the rear of Vicksburg; that is to 
advance on Jackson, and cut the fortress’s line of 
supply. To do so and simultaneously maintain his 
own line of supply with Grand Gulf would have 
absorbed so large a force, that Grant (having learned 
his lesson at Holly Springs) decided on one of the 
boldest steps ever taken in war, namely, to “cut loose 
from” his “base, destroy the rebel forces in rear of 
Vicksburg and invest or capture the city.”® The 
audacity of this strategy completely bewildered 
Pemberton, and it may well bewilder the reader; for 
on May 2 the disastrous battle of Chancellorsville 
was begun, and any inkling in Washington of this 
audacious move would almost certainly have led to its 
cancellation. As it was, when Halleck learned of the 
movement he at once ordered Grant to return; but 
fortunately there was no telegraph line in operation 
south of Cairo, and Grant was well on his way before 
this order reached him. 

Once he had made up his mind Grant moved like 
lightning. He called in Sherman, loaded five days’ 
rations in his trains and keeping the Big Black river 
picketed, on the 7th he moved forward on Raymond, , 
where he defeated a small force under General Gregg. 
On the 14th Jackson was in his hands, Joseph Johnston 
withdrawing to Canton whilst Pemberton was manoeuv- 
ring against Grant’s none-existent line of communica- 
tions in order to f©rce him to fall back and protect it. 
Then turning westwards from Jackson, on May 16 he 
met Pemberton at Champion’s Hill and 'defeated him, 
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but owiiig to McClernand delaying his assault 
Pemberton escaped annihilation. The next day he was 
driven across the Big Black river and into Vicksburg. 
On the 1 8th Grant reached Walnut Hills immediately 
north of the fortress, and there, looking down_ upon 
the Mississippi, Sherman said to him: “Until this 
moment I never thought your expedition a success. 

I never could see the end clearly, until now. But this 
is a campaign; this is a success, if we never take the 

town.’”' . . 

“Relying,” as he says, “upon the demoralization 

of the enemy,”® on the 19th Grant ordered a general 
assault on the fortification; this failed. Foolishly, so 
I think, he ordered another on the 22nd, and this 
failing also he resorted to a regular siege, lin^ of 
circumvallation being dug from Haines’s Bluff to 
Warrenton, and of countervallation from the Yazoo 
to the Big Black river. At 10 a.m., on July 4, Pemberton 
surrendered the fortress and 31,000 men. _ So ended 
one of the most remarkable campaigns in history. 

The losses of this campaign are instructive. Between 
April 30 and July 4 Grant lost 1,243 killed, 7 095 
wounded and 535 missing, a total of 8,873;® he killed 
and wounded about 10,000 Confederates and captured 
37000;''® among these were 2,153 officers, of 
whom 15 were generals; also 172 cannon feU into his 

hands. , . . i ui 

The lightness of the Federal casualties is remarkable, 

and it was entirely due to Grant’s superb strategy, a 
strategy based on surprise and which surprise alone 
justifioi. In the first eighteen days after crossing the 
Mississippi, he established his base at Grand Gulf, 
fought five battles— Port Gibson, Raymond, Jackson 
ChLpion’s Hill and Big Black river, and marched 
200 miles carrying only five days’ rations, and or e 
rest living on the country. Well may Greene say: 
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“We must go back to the campaigns of Napoleon to 
find equally brilliant results accomplished in the same 
space of time with such small loss.”^^ ^ 

The fall of Vicksburg was a staggering blow to the 
South, and when, on July 9, Port Pludson surrendered 
to General Banks the Mississippi became a Federal 
river, and the Confederacy was split in two; with the 
result that not only were the cotton growing eastern 
States cut off from the stock raising western, but what 
was far more disastrous, the sally-port was now 
definitely turned, and could at any moment be 
threatened from the east. 

To take advantage of this situation, on July 18 
Grant suggested that an expedition should set out 
from New Orleans with the object of capturing 
Mobile, whence by operating northwards towards 
Montgomery, Bragg, at Chattanooga, would be com- 
pelled to detach troops to protect his rear. Again he 
repeated this vital suggestion in August and September, 
but the only result was that for purely political reasons 
his army was broken up and scattered to the winds as 
it had been after the occupation of Corinth. Then 
suddenly, on September 29, when he was lying in bed 
at New Orleans suffering from an injured leg, an 
order was dispatched to him by Halleck calling for all 
available reserves to be hurried north to the relief of 
Chattanooga. 

Battle of Chancellor sville 

Before I enquire into the reasons for this "argent 
appeal I must turn back to the eastern theatre of the 
war and outline what had taken place there after 
Burnside’s decisive repulse . at Fredericksburg. On 
January 26 this general had been relieved by General 
Joseph Hooker, a bold but insubordinate officer, who 
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had actively intrigued against Burnside. Once in 
command Hooker set to work with a thoroughness 
unrivalled singe the dismissal of McClellan to discipline 
his army and so prepare it for yet another advance on 
Richmond. 

We now come to Lee^s masterpiece in audacity — the 
battle of Chancellorsville, a battle in which the 
.combination of Lee and Jackson was seen at its best, 
and yet a battle which Hamlin says “seems to have 
been a tragedy of errors,”^® not only on the part of 
Hooker but of Lee. The main reason for this was, that 
the complexity of the two plans, combined with the 
complexity of this particular theatre of war, placed 
far too great a strain on the staffs of the contending 
armies. Both plans, as we shall see, were of a high 
order; but it is one thing to devise a brilliant operation 
of war and quite another thing to carry it out, 
especially if the machinery of control is defective. 
Both generals divided their forces in an enclosed and 
thickly wooded country, a country in which the 
control of separated forces would even to-day with 
wireless telegraphy be a most difficult operation. 

This battle from the grand-strategical point of view 
was also strongly influenced by a change in Northern 
politics. Hitherto the hopes of the South had firmly 
rested upon European intervention; but, on January 
1, 1863, these hopes were undermined by Lincoln 
signing the Proclamation of Emancipation, which not 
only abolished slavery but won over British public 
opinion. Though its immediate influence in the 
Northland on the Northern armies’-® was to create 
dissension, it covered the South with a pall of gloom, 
and was in fact a decisive moral victory. It was in the 
midst of this excitement’ that General Hogker took 
over command of the Army of the Potomac. 

Meanwhile Lee’s army clung to the Rappahannock 
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(see Map No. 6), not that it was threatened, or had 
lost courage and confidence, but that its defective 
administration reduced it almost to ruin.. Fitzhugh Lee 
says: “. . . the troops were scantily clothed, rations 
for men and animals meager. The shelters were poor, 
and through them broke the sun, rains and winds.” 
Here in the forest land and the ravines 63,000 men 
were bivouacked, and opposite them lay encamped 
Hooker’s army, 130,000 strong, stretching from 
Falmouth to Fletcher’s Chapel. 

Flooker’s plan was a bold one, too bold for his 
subordinates, his staff and himself It would seem that 
it was based on Lee's strategy at the Second Battle of 
Manassas; for he decided to divide his army into two 
separated wings, the left under General Sedgwick was 
to cross the Rappahannock below Fredericksburg, 
threaten, and so hold, the bulk of Lee's army, whilst he 
himself with the remaining half cross above this 
town. This he considered would compel Lee to retire, 
when both halves would unite and pursue. 

On April 28 and 29 Hooker’s army crossed the 
Rappahannock and, on the 30th, the right wing was 
concentrated about Chancellorsville. Then he com- 
mitted his first blunder; he sent his cavalry, 10,000 
strong under General Stoneman,^’' on a raid towards 
Richmond. His next blunder was a mental one; his 
move thus far had proved so successful that he con- 
sidered Lee “must either ingloriously fly, or come out 
from behind his defences and give us battle on our 
own ground, where certain destruction awaits him.”^* 

He little knew his enemy, and this mental jJicture 
of him proved his ruin. Lee, on the 28th, when 
Sedgwick crossed, took up the defensive position he 
had occupied at tlfe battle of Fredericksburg.^® Then, 
on the 24th, he began to close in on his left, and early 
on the 30th he made up his mind. He says: “The 
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enemy in our front near Fredericksburg continued 
inactive, and it was now apparent that the main 
attack would be made upon our flank and rear. It 
was, therefore, determined to leave sufficient troops 
to hold our lines, and with the main body of our 
army to give battle to the approaching column.”^® 

On May i both sides advanced, when, about i p.m.. 
Hooker, hearing of Lee's approach, cancelled the 
advance and withdrew closer in towards Chancellors- 
ville; meanwhile Sedgwick carried out a mild demon- 
stration in the vicinity of Fredericksburg. 

About sunset Jackson, who had followed up Hooker’s 
withdrawal, sent word to Lee that he was checked by 
the enemy at Chancellorsville. Lee at once rode to 
the front, meeting Jackson “in the south-east angle of 
Chancellorsville and Catherine Forge road.” There, 
at about lo p.m., a report having been received that 
Hooker’s front was too strong to be attacked, Lee 
with a map in his hand, turned to Jackson and said: 
“ ‘How can we get at these people?’ To which 
Jackson replied, in effect, ‘You know best. Show me 
what to do, and we will try to do it.’ General Lee 
looked thoughtfully at the map; then indicated on it 
and explained the movement he desired General 
Jackson to make, and closed by saying, ‘General 
Stuart will cover your movement with his cavalry.’ 
General Jackson listened attentively, and "his face 
lighted up with a smile while General Lee was speaking. 
Then rising and touching his cap, he said, ‘My troops 
will move at four o’clock.’ 

What was the movement indicated? About 13,000 
men under Early had been left to hold Sedgwick at 
Fredericksburg; of the remaining 46,000, Lee decided 
to hold Hooker’s 72,000 with i|,ooo and march 
Jackson with 32,000 men ten or more miles round 
Hooker’s front and right flank and fall upon his right 
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rear. This plan was similar to that attempfed by the 
Russians and Austrians at Austerlitz, but Lee realized 
that Hooker was no Napoleon; nevertheless this 
division of force was without exception one of the 
most audacious in the history of war. His army was 
now divided into three fragments: his right safe 
enough for the time being, for it was strongly 
entrenched and could, if necessary, fall back on. 



Richmond; his left strong enough to look after itself; 
but his centre was so weak that had Hooker been even 
only moderately well served by cavalry he must have 
discovered its weakness, when he could scarcely have 
failed to destroy it. Nevertheless Lee was right, he 
took a risk and “he took it wisely; he knew that 
Stoneman was away, and he realized that the 
forest covered and shielded his audacity. This was 
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not an Austerlitz campaign, this was a scalp hunt. 

At about 7 a.m., 2 ® on May 2, three hours late, 
Jackson set out on his march westwards, and at 
12.30 p.m., striking the Orange Pike road, came 
into contact with enemy pickets. Already at 9 a.m. 
his long column had been sighted through the woods, “ 
and Hooker warned Howard who commanded the 
Eleventh Corps on the right of the Federal line to 
protect his exposed flank. This was a wise 
precaution, but by 3 p.m., when he knew that more 
than half of Lee's army had moved westwards, he 
should have launched a bold attack on the weak 
Confederate centre, held by Anderson and McLaws, and 
simultaneously have ordered Sedgwick forward at top 
speed. He seems to have been hallucinated by the idea 
that Lee was retiring towards Culpeper Court House, 
and that once his enemy was out of the way all he 
himself would have to do was to advance on Richmond. 

Jackson took ten hours to march twelve miles and 
deploy at right-angles to Howard’s right, and it was 
not until 5.15 p.m. that he gave the order to attack.^® 
“A more ridiculous and stupid surprise did not occur 
in the history of the Civil War,”^® says Hamlin, and 
I think that this is no over-statement, for General 
Devens on Howard’s right knew the attack was 
coming. The pickets of the Eleventh Corps were not 
surprised, but no proper distribution of defence in 
depth had been made, consequently when the picket 
line broke it was hurled back like an explosive bomb 
on to the unprepared troops in rear. By 8.30 p.rm 
Jackscm’s troops had advanced about two miles, and 
were in considerable confusion when he rode forward 
to reconnoitre and fell mortally wounded by the fire 
of his own men. For Lee this was»a calamity of the 
first order; the fate of Hooker’s army w^s in the 
balance; but when Jackson fell no one knew what his 
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object was — presumably to cut Hooker off from the 
United States ford. About midnight Stuart took over 
command, but as Major McClellan says; he “had 
no information . . . concerning his [JacksorCs] plans 
. and he was of course ignorant of the position of 
the troops ... the fall of Jackson developed the fact 
that no one of his subordinates had received from him 
the least intimation of his plans and intentions. . . 
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At 3.30 a.m., on the 3rd, Lee ordered Stuart to turn 
the enemy’s right and simultaneously “drive him from 
Chancellorsville,”^® as this would enable the left 
wing and the centre of the Confederate forces to 
re-unite. This was not a feasible operation, for Hooker 
had 43,000 men^ at Chancellorsville and 42,000 
covering The United States ford. In fact Lee should 
have at once withdrawn Stuart, for his position was 
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perilous in the extreme. Hooker was, however, 
morally beaten, and though at 8.45 a.m., when 
Stuarts attack had failed, this general was in a more 
desperate position than Howard had been the day 
before, Hooker did nothing. Half an hour later he 
was stunned by some falling masonry. P^egaining 
consciousness he handed his command over to General 
Couch, instructing him to withdraw the army. At 
io a.m. Lets attention was suddenly directed towards 
Fredericksburg. 

On May 2 Hooker had ordered Sedgwick to 
advance, which he did, coming into contact with 
Early who, with 9,000 infantry, occupied an entrenched 
line six miles in length. On the next day he attacked, 
and at 1 1 a.m. carried Marye’s Heights and Lee s Hill, 
whereupon Early fell back part of his force along the 
Orange Pike road and part along the Telegraph road, 
for his little army had been cut in half 

Hearing of Sedgwick’s advance, Lee ordered McLaws 
to reinforce that part of Earlfs force on the Orange 
Pike road, which resulted in an engagement at Salem 
Heights. This was sound strategy, but it weakened 
Lee at Chancellorsville, and so should have roused 
Hooker to the importance of pressing Lee. Hooker, 
however, did nothing outside instructing Sedgwick to 
look after himself. Finding that Hooker was inanimate, 
on the 4th Lee sent Anderson to reinforce McLaws and 
Early, and took personal charge of his right wing. 
Early, who had re-occupied Marye’s Heights, was 
repulsed, and Anderson and McLaws were held up. 
This ^tion ended the battle, for that night Hooker 
decided to withdraw to the left bank of the Rappahan- 
nock, which he did on the following day, having lost 

16,845 men to Lets 12,764.®“ . , . , . . 

Thus ended Lets greatest battle, a battle which it is 
difficult to assess, as it was for the most part fought in 
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densely wooded country where numbers were of less 
account than audacity and celerity of movement. 
True, there was no pursuit, no rout, no decisive 
tactical victory; but to have attempted a pursuit 
would have been madness, for Lee^s losses had been 
in proportion greater than his enemy’s, and so 
indifferent was the administration of his army that at 



no time in the war was it in a fit state to carry out a 
pursuit. To Lee the Wilderness had been his staunchest 
ally. It was not only a natural fortress projecting 
Richmond, but a spider’s web to any army advancing 
on Richmond from the north. Lee never fully realized 
this, for had he done so his strategy would have been 
based upon manoeuvring his enemy again and again 
into this entanglement and there defeating him. 
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The Gettysburg Campaign 

It will be ^remembered that the policy of the 
Confederate Government had from the opening of the 
war been a defensive one; Lee, however, had never held 
this opinion, and though circumstances had compelled 
him again and again, like a spider, to retire into the 
web of the Wilderness, it was towards Northern 
Virginia that his eyes were fixed. On April 9 he had 
written to Seddon: “Should General Hooker’s army 
assume the defensive, the readiest method of relieving 
the pressure upon General Johnston and General 
Beauregard would be for this army to cross into Mary- 
land.”®^ And now that Hooker had been defeated he 
returned to this idea though circumstances had vastly 
changed, for Grant was on his way to Vicksburg and 
more than ever did Johnston require assistance. 

In this change in the strategical situation what was 
the best course to adopt? There were two only: Either 
to co-operate with Johnston, or make a diversion which 
would compel the Federal Government to recall 
Grant. The first was suggested by Beauregard, who was 
probably the ablest of the Confederate generals, the 
second was proposed by Lee — the most noted. 

Beauregard saw clearly that the decisive point lay in 
the West and not in the East, and he advised a 
campaign in Tennessee and Kentucky to relieve the 
Mississippi Valley and Vicksburg, strong reinforce- 
ments being temporarily drawn from the Army of 
Northern Virginia for this pxirpose.®® Lee thought 
otherwise, for he was so obsessed by the idea of 
threatening Washington in order to relieve Northern 
Virginia, that throughout his generalship he never saw 
the war as a whole. On June 8 heVrote to^Seddon, 
the Southern War Minister, explaining that it was no 
good remaining on the defensive,®® and two days 
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later he points out to Jefferson Davis that every 
encouragement should be given to the peace party in 
the North. How he expected to accomplish this end 
by invasion, which would at once rouse the North, as 
it eventually did, can only be explained by the fact 
that he and the President were still gazing at Europe. 
Davis certainly, if not Lee also, was unaware that 
Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation had once and 
for all settled the possibility of intervention. On the 
loth Seddon answered Lee's letter of the 8th, saying: 
“I concur entirely in your views of the importance 
of aggressive movements by your army”;®® yet it is 
strange that Stephens, the Vice-President, knew 
nothing of this decision until Lee crossed the Potomac 
on the 23rd. 

Stephens wanted to negotiate for peace, and he 
foresaw rightly that Lee's offensive would strengthen 
and not weaken the war party in the North; but 
Seddon thought that Lincoln would more likely 
listen to terms of peace if Lee's army was actually 
threatening Washington than if it was lying quietly on 
the Rappahannock.®® Stephens was strongly of 
opinion that Lee should have remained on the de- 
fensive and have detached a strong force to assist 
Johnston against Grant at Vicksburg. ® ’ 

In brief, the reasons for the forthcoming campaign 
were confused. Something had to be done to save 
Vicksburg; something had to be done to prevent 
Hooker recrossing the Rappahannock; something had 
to be done to win European recognition, or compel the 
North to consider terms of peace; and added to all 
these, as Colonel Taylor says, was Lee's design to free 
the State of Virginia from the presence of the enemy.®® 

Lee's plan was to move down the Shenandoah 
Valley, penetrate into Pennsylvania in the direction of 
Chambersburg, York or Gettysburg (see Map No. 4); 
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if opportunity should arise, defeat the Federal army 
in a pitched battle, drive it across the Susquehanna 
and thus cause the evacuation of Washington. In all 
he had 57,000 Infantry, 9,000 cavalry and 250 guns. 

Picketing the Rappahannock with his cavalry, and 
leaving HilVs corps at Fredericksburg, on June 2 and 4 
he moved EweWs and Longstreefs corps to Culpeper 
Court House, and when Hooker, on the 13th, was 
ordered to fall back and defend the approaches to 
Washington, Hill was called up and the whole army 
beo-an to cross the Potomac at Shepherdstown and 
Wniiamsport on the 23rd, completing its crossing two 

^^On^he 23rd Lee seems to have first realized that Ae 
North was not so demoralized as he had supposed^ e 
wrote to Davis suggesting that an army should e 
raised under General Beauregard and 
to threaten Washington from the south 
made the same suggestion on the 25th; for he di 
covered that his advance “has aroused the Federal 
Government and people to great exerUons and it ^is 
incumbent upon us to call forth all our energies 
In spite of the fact that he now began to realize that h 
had stirred up a hornet’s nest, he committed the same 
blunder Hooker committed at the openmg of the 
battle of Chancellorsville—he sent the bulk of his 
cavalry under Stuart on a raid. _ 

Beds orders‘3 ^ere as usual vague. Leaving the 
decision to Stuart, he instructed him to carry out a 
variety of operations; To hold the mountain passes 
south of the Potomac, raid round the rear of Hooker s 
forces then about Leesburg, damage his comrnun 
tions and eventually place himself on the right 
General Ewell about York in Pennsylvania. ^ 

moved off on the 24th, bumped into Hancock s 

corps, swung round him, capturing a e era w g 
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train near Rockville, which so greatly delayed his 
march that his invaluable services were lost to Lee 
until July 2. 

Hearing that Confederate troops had crossed the 
Potomac, Hooker followed suit on the 26th and 27th, 
moving on Frederick City where, on the morning of 
the 28th, he was ordered** to hand over his command 
to General Meade, who decided to move on Harris-; 
burg and deliver battle with the enemy wherever 
met.** Meanwhile Lee, hearing of Hooker’s crossing, 
but for lack of cavalry not being able to ascertain the 
enemy’s intentions, ordered a concentration of his 
army about Cash town; Ewell in the van was instructed 
to move directly on Cashtown, or by the Gettysburg 
turnpike; as Lee says himself: “The advance of 
the enemy to the latter place was unknown,”*® 
consequently, the weather having broken, the march 
of the columns was not hurried. 

On the 30th Meade ordered two of his seven corps, 
namely, Reynold’s and Howard’s, to move on Gettys- 
burg where, early the next day, July i, the Federal 
cavalry came into contact with part of HiWs corps. 
This led to a battle between HiWs and Ewell’s corps 
on the one side and Floward’s and Reynold’s supported 
by part of Slocum’s on the other. The result of this 
engagement was that the Federal forces were driven 
through Gettysburg, and took up a strong position on 
Seminary Ridge immediately south of the town (see 
Map No. 7). 

It had not been Lee’s intention to fight a battle so far 
from his base; this he tells us in his report, in which he 
says: . . but, finding ourselves unexpectedly con- 

fronted by the Federal Army, it became a matter of 
difficulty to withdfaw through the mountains with our 
large trains. At the same time the country was 
unfavourable for collecting supplies while in the 
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nresence of the enemy’s main body, as he was enabled 
to restrain our foraging parties by occupymg the pass« 

S fc mountains with regular and locd troops. A 
battle thus became, in a measure, unavoidable. I^n 
short, his defective supply arrangements and ^e 
absence of his cavalry (to disengage himself ) compelle 
S^fSht, and to fight an offensive action in place 
rfa defensive one; for, as he had to live on the country 
it was impossible for him to stand still for any length of 

''X the morning of the 2nd Meade had four corps 
in line his left resting on Round Top hill and his rig 
on SmeU hiU and Culp's hiU. The posmon 

be attached frontally with an 

Lonpmet suggested moving round Meades left and 
so compelhng him to attack; but Ut could not mo 
ITZgc simultaneously, his "ective supP V s^^m 

compelled him to attack. At 7 p.m., on 

formed no plans outside attacking Culp s Hill,< then, 

“^o W iee. he f ^ded to turn hlead^ 

left with Ungstreefs corps, demonstrate against ns 
ceLT and right with HilVs and EwelVs corp^ and 
convert this demonstration into a real attack dir y 

Longstreefs attack succeeded.*® hprause for 

This was a thoroughly bad plan, 

success it depended on the 

and the most careful timing to effect P ^ 

further, Lee^s troops were by no means 

and to make things worse he ^^sned no wri 

tinn owlers ** As was his custom, he rehed 

tion oKlers. ^ w subordinates. 

instructions, and left all detail jnnadreet to 
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US that seated quite close to him were Getoerals Lee, 
Hill, Longstreet and Hood in consultation. ® ® Lee then 
visited Seminary Ridge, and according to Colonel 
Marshall, “at about 1 1 o’clock issued orders to General 
Longstreet to begin his attack upon the enemy’s left as 
soon as possible.”®® Longstreet was not ready, three of 
his brigades were still on the line of march, further 
reconnaissances had to be made and a covered line of 
approach discovered, and it was not until 4 p.m. that 
the attack was launched. Though it drove in the 
advanced troops on Meade’s left, it did not affect its 
object, namely, to take his left in reverse. The truth 
is that Longstreefs force was not strong enough for 
this operation. Meanwhile on Led s left Ewell attacked 
the Federal right, but accomplished little outside a 
lodgment. 

Thus the second day of the battle led to no decision, 
not only because Leds army was too weak, but because 
he maintained no grip over the operations. Colonel 
Fremantle writes: “What I remarked especially was, 
that during the whole time the firing continued, he 
only sent one message, and only received one report. 
It is evidently his system to arrange the plan thoroughly 
with the three corps commanders, and then leave 
to them the duty of modifying and carrying it out 
to the best of their abilities.”®* But when things go 
wrong, 'how can subordinates modify a plan? They 
can only muddle it. This is what happened during 
this day’s fighting; but such an “overweening 
confidence” in the superiority of his soldiers over his 
enemy possessed him, that he decided to continue the 
battle, and in spite of the fact that Meade had now 
assembled his entire army on the heights of Gettysburg. 

The partial success of Longstreet on the 2nd, in spite 
of the muddle that had taken place, persuaded Lee 
that with proper concerted action and the support of 
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artillery, • it was still possible to assault and break 
throuo-h Meade’s front.®® Longstreei, who was detailed 
to carry out this attack supported by Ewell on his left, 
was opposed “to this operation, because his assaulting 
columns, 15,000 strong, would have to march a 
mile under concentrating battery fire, and a thousand 

yards under long range musketry.”®® 

The assault was to be made against Meade s leit 
'centre, the column consisting of two brigades of 
Picketth division in front and one in second line with 
Wilcox’s brigade in rear of its right, and Heth s division 
in echelon on Pickett’s left. The field was open, and 
hitherto Lee’s army had fought in wooded and broken 
country “which,” Colonel Taylor writes: ‘ m some 
respects unfavourable for the manoeuvres of large 
armies, was of decided advantage to us; for m moving 
upon the enemy through bodies of woods, or in a 
broken, rolling country, not only was the enemy at a 
loss how to estimate our strength, but our own men 
were not in^pressed with that sense of insecurity which 
must have resulted from a thorough knowledge of 
their own weakness.”®’ According to Taylor, Hood 
and McLaws should have moved forward in suppor 
of the assault, “as they were ordered to do by General 
Lee.” He states that Colonel C. S. Venable, o^e 
Lee’s staff officers, heard Lee give this order,^ _bu 
Urtismet states that Ue decided that these dmsiom 
“colld remain on the defensive line. As Lee^ issued 
no written orders it is impossible to say who is rig . 
Between 10 and ii a.m. the cannonade opened, 

practically the whole of 

laS guns, having been brought into position on the 
Emmitsburcr road and Seminary Ridge to crush 

“ c^tre. General H»t. Me^de. chrf^cf 

artillery, realizing what this bombar , j ’ 
namel^ the preparation of an assault, ordered the 
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Federal guns to cease fire and save their ammunition 
for the inevitable infantry attack.®® At 1.40 p.m.®i 
General Alexander, Lee's chief of artillery, finding that 
his ammunition was running short, at 2.30 p.m.®* 
Pickett was ordered to advance. 

“The infantry,” says Alexander, “had no sooner 
debouched on the plain than all the [Federal] line, 
which had been nearly silent, broke out again with all 
its batteries.”®® In spite of this terrific fire Pickett 
continued his forward movement, and though a small 
party of men, under General Armistead, actually 
penetrated the Federal position, his assault rolled back 
shattered. The great attack had failed, as Longstreet 
had predicted; the battle of Gettysburg was lost. Lee 
had expected the impossible. In the three days of this 
tremendous fighting he lost 22,638 men to Meade’s 
17,684.®* 

When Pickett failed Meade should have counter- 
attacked, and he should have made his preparations 
to do so directly the Confederate cannonade opened. 
“About this time,” writes Colonel Fremantle, “it is 
difficult to exaggerate the critical state of affairs as they 
appeared” to the shattered Confederates. “If the 
enemy or their general had shown any enterprise, 
there is no saying what might have happened. General 
Lee and his officers were evidently fully impressed with 
a sense of the situation. . . .”®® Meade, however, sat 
tight, though it was not until the night of the 4th that 
Lee began to withdraw, and even then Meade did 
nothing to molest him. Not until the 13th was Lee 
able to begin fording the Potomac, which had been in 
flood; yet Meade did nothing, thus it happened that 
the Army of Northern Virginia once again found itself 
on the banks of the. Rapidan. 

The czfmpaign had been a grotesque and costly 
failure, and I agree with Captain Battine when he 
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says: “Gettysburg was the worst battle Lee ever fought, 
not excepting Malvern Hill.”®® It began as a political 
move and it ended in a political fiasco. On July i 
Jefferson Davis resolved to make an overture of peace, 
and he hoped that a great victory would compel 
Lincoln to consent to an immediate truce. On the 4th 
Vice-President Stephens asked to see Lincoln; Lincoln 
refused, for Lee’s army lay shattered and Vicksburg had 
fallen. Had Beauregard'' s plan been accepted, there 
would have been no Gettysburg and Vicksburg might 
have still been holding out when these proposals were 
made. 

Ever increasing desertions followed Gettysburg, and 
so numerous were they that success in the field was 
endangered.®^ Then, in November, followed a 
desultory campaign between Meade and Lee on the 
Rappahannock, known as the Mine Run Campaign, 
in which Lee did not attempt his former outflanking 
movements because the improved staff and cavalry of 
the Federal army did not warrant their risk. Then 
came winter with its physical and moral gloom. 


Battles of Chickamauga and Chattanooga 

Whilst Vicksburg was besieged in the west and 
Gettysburg was being fought in the east a third cam- 
paign was in progress in Tennessee. There, after his 
repulse of Bragg at Murfreesborough, Rosecrans halted 
for several months, for his line of communications was 
constary;ly raided and each raid meant time expended 
in repairs. Being short of cavalry and Bragg having 
been reinforced by Pemberton’s cavalry under Van Dorn, 
Rosecrans asked Halleck for cavalry reinforcements, 
and these being refused, Rosecrans was in no great 
hurry to speed up his advance south, and this in spite 
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of the fact that Grant was anxious that he shnuld do so 
in order to prevent Bragg detaching troops to reinforce 
Pemberton. At length, on June 23, Rosecrans moved 
forward, drove Bragg’s detachments bac^c and occupied 
Stevenson. 

In the original plan of operations it was the intention 
that whilst Rosecrans moved on Chattanooga Burnside 
was to protect his left flank by moving on Knoxville; 
but as he was ordered to send reinforcements to Grant 
this move was postponed, and without his co-operation 
Rosecrans, considering it too hazardous to push farther 
south, discontinued his advance until after the fall of 
Vicksburg, when Burnside’s troops were returned to 
him. 

On August 16 the advance began again, Rosecrans 
from Winchester and Burnside from Lexington (see 
Map No. 2). On September 7 Bragg, having been out- 
generalled by Rosecrans, was compelled to evacuate 
Chattanooga, cross the Tennessee and move to 
Lafayette. Two days later Chattanooga was occupied 
by Federal forces, and Rosecrans believing his enemy 
to be in full retreat pressed on after him, when, on the 
1 2 th, with his army strung out on a frontage of nearly 
sixty miles he found Bragg concentrated to meet him. 
Drawing in his scattered detachments but unable to 
fall back on Chattanooga he was compelled to accept 
battle, and on September 19-20 was severely defeated 
at Chickamauga and was driven back into Chat- 
tanooga where he was besieged and his line of com- 
munications cut. Meanwhile Burnside occupied 

Knoxville, and though by holding this town he 

prevented Bragg receiving reinforcements by the 

Virginia and East Tennessee railroad, he was in 
imminent dangef of being invested. 

The news of Rosecrans’s defeat threw the Union 
Government into a panic, and the result was that, on 
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October ’9, Grant was urgently called north, the 
Departments of Tennessee, Cumberland and Ohio 
being fused into the Military Division of the Mississippi 
and placed under his command. From Nashville he 
telegraphed General Thomas to take command of the 
Army of the Cumberland, and after making hasty 
arrangements for supplies and reinforcements, on the 
19th he set out for Chattanooga where he arrived on 
the evening of the 23rd. 

The sight which greeted him was a depressing one; 
the army was surrounded, overlooked and starving, 
its only line of supply being a cart track leading over 
sixty to seventy miles of mountainous country. Ten 
thousand horses and mules had died, and not 
enough left to draw a single piece of artillery or 
even the ambulances to convey the sick.”®® 

The situation could scarcely have been worse, 
consequently Grant was at his best. His first problem 
was to establish a line of supply, and this he did by 
re-opening the road to Bridgeport on the 27th, at the 
cost of 4 men killed and 17 wounded. The next was 
to hurry forward reinforcements; Hooker, then at 
Bridgeport, and Sherman at Corinth, were fortnwith 
ordered on Chattanooga. Meanwhile Burnside 
getting into difficulties at Knoxville, Bragg seeing an 
opportunity of destroying him before Grant could 
concentrate his forces, on November 4 despatched 
Longstreet to Knoxville to round him up. This caused 
such alarm in Washington that Grant was plied with 
dispatch after dispatch to do something to relieve him. 

The only thing Grant could do was to attack, but 
Thomas very rightly persuaded him to delay a forward 
movement.®® Grant then decided on his plan, which 
was as follows (see Map No. 8); To effect ^a double 
envelopment with the forces of Sherman and Hooker 
pivoted on Thomas’s army in the centre. Sherman to 
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attack Bragg’s right, threaten his rear and cht him off 
from the Knoxville road, whilst Hooker advanced from 
Lookout Valley against the left of Bragg’s main 
position on Missionary Ridge, whilst Thomas 
threatened it frontally. 

On November 22, hearing that Burnside had been 
attacked, Grant ordered’’® Thomas to make a recon- 
naissance in force next day. This was unfortunate, 
for it awoke Bragg to the danger threatening his right 
flank, which he at once strengthened.’’^ 

Sherman, whose advance had been delayed on 
account of the rains, was in position by the night of the 
23rd, consequently the attack was ordered for the 
24th. Moving forward at 2 a.m. he effected a lodg- 
ment on the left bank of the Tennessee river near the 
mouth of the South Chickamauga river, threw a 
bridge 1,350 feet in length over the Tennessee, 
crossed, attacked, and was held up a little north of 
Tunnel Hill. Meanwhile Hooker, after a running 
fight, occupied the point of Lookout Mountain. 

Reinforcing his right, Bragg was able to hold up 
Sherman on the 25th; but as this weakened his left. 
Hooker was able to push on towards Rossville, but 
was delayed several hours in crossing Chattanooga 
river. Not reporting this delay, and Grant becoming 
anxious as to Sherman’s safety, at 3.30 p.m. he ordered 
Thomas to advance and carry the rifle pits at the foot 
of Missionary Ridge. This was done, but the men were 
so elated that they did not stop there, and to Grant’s 
consternation they swarmed up the four hundred feet 
slope and carried the main position. What had 
happened was this: Hooker’s attack having made itself 
felt on Bragg’s left, the Confederate centre had become 
demoralized, and*broke back before Thomas’s double 
assault. 

The battle was decisive, Bragg losing 2,521 men 
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killed and wounded, 4,146 prisoners and 40 guns to 
Grant’s 5,824 killed, wounded and missing. The 
pursuit was discontinued on the 27 th in order to relieve 
Knoxville, to which place Sherman was despatched. 
Arriving there on December 6 he found that Longstreet 
had raised the siege on the 4th and was in full retreat 
up the Holston Valley. 

The importance of this battle was, that it not only 
closed the enemy’s sally-port, but it opened the back- 
door of the Confederacy. 


CHAPTER VI 


THE GENERALSHIP OF GRANT ANO LEE, 

1864-65 

Plans for the 1864 Campaign 

Once established at Chattanooga, the situation became 
clear; clear to Grant, if not to his Government, and, on 
December 7, 1863, he wrote as follows to Halleck: 

. . I take the liberty of suggesting a plan of campaign that 
I think will go far towards breaking down the rebellion before 
spring. ... I propose ... to move by way of New Orleans 
and Pascagoula on Mobile. I would hope to secure that place or 
its investment by the last of January. Should the enemy make an 
obstinate resistance at Mobile, I would fortify outside and leave a 
garrison sufficient to hold the garrison of the town, and with the 
balance of the army make a campaign into the interior of 
Alabama and possibly Georgia. ... It seems to me that the 
move would secure the entire States of Alabama and Mississippi 
and part of Georgia, or force Lee to abandon Virginia and North 
Carolina. Without his force the enemy have not got army 
enough to resist the army I can take. . . 

This plan was not, however, adopted, and after a 
brief campaign in the Meridian area, in which 
Sherman did great damage to the railroads. Grant 
was called to Washington on March 3, and on the gth 
was promoted to the rank of lieutenant-genef al and 
placed in command of the entire military forces of the 
United States. 

In all^Grant hhd eight weeks to prepare in; that is 
from March 10 to May 4, when his great combined 
campaign began. Not only was he unknown in the 
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East, but Vas acquainted with few of the officers of 
the Army of the Potomac, only once before had he 
visited Washington, and Lincoln he had never as 
yet met. The situation which confronted him is 
described by Badeau as follows: “A score of discordant 
armies; half a score of contrary campaigns; confusion 
and uncertainty in the field, doubt and dejection, 
and sometimes despondency at home; battles whose 
object none could perceive; a war whose issue none 
could foretell — it was chaos itself before light had 
appeared, or order was evolved,”^ — and only eight 
weeks to evolve it in! 

Lack of grand strategy had not only prolonged the 
war, but had encouraged the peace party in the 
North, and the next presidential elections were to 
take place in the autumn. Lincoln’s position was not 
secure, and Grant realized this; he also realized that 
Washington must be rendered safe against any sudden 
thrust, and that by making it safe strategically he 
would disarm Lee. 

Considering the possibihties of a coastal move, such 
as McClellan had carried out in 1862, he soon dis- 
carded this idea in favour of an overland advance, 
for such a movement would cover Washington. To 
effect this operation he decided to move direct upon 
Lee, whilst from Chattanooga Sherman manoeuvred 
against Lee’s rear; the object of the Army of the 
Potomac, the immediate command of which he left 
to General Meade, being to hold Lee by constant 
attack. On April 9 he wrote to Meade: Lee’s army 
will bef your objective point. Wherever Lee’s army 
goes you will go also.”® The Army of the Potomac, 
supported by the Ninth Corps under Burnside, was 
to constitute the fulcrum of his * strategy; on it 
Sherman’s lever at Chattanooga was to work. 

Soon after assuming supreme command he sent 
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Sherman a letter and a map (see Map No/ 9), which 
were received by that general on April 2. Unfor- 
tunately the letter has been lost, but t^e map clearly 
explains its contents, for on it are drawn a series of 
blue lines showing the proposed operations. Sherman 
answered this letter on April 5 saying: “From that 
map I see all, and glad am I that there are minds now 
at Washington able to devise; and for my part, if we 
can keep our counsels I believe I have the men and 
ability to march square up to the position assigned to 
me and to hold it. . . Again, on April 10, he 
wrote: “Your two letters of April 4th are now before 
me and afford me infinite satisfaction. That we are 
now all to act in a common plan on a common center, 
looks like enlightened war.”® 

According to this map Sherman was to advance 
from. Chattanooga on Atlanta, his first objective being 
the Confederate army under Joseph E. Johnston, who 
had replaced Bragg, and his second Atlanta.® From 
there the map shows that he was to move via Milledge- 
ville on Savannah. To assist Sherman, General 
Banks, then engaged in a useless political campaign 
on the Red River, Louisiana, which Grant could not 
stop, was to hasten on his operations, occupy Shreve- 
port, and then despatch a force of 25,000 men to 
Mobile.’ Once this city was captured this force was 
to move on Montgomery, and threaten Johnston in 
rear, whilst Sherman attacked him in front. This 
part of Grant’s plan, however, broke down, for, on 
April 8, Banks was decisively defeated. 

Whilst Sherman was advancing, Meade’s army was 
to be supported by two flanking armies^ — Sigel’s 
operating in the Shenandoah Valley, and Butler’s 
based op Fortre^ Monroe. Sigel was to move on 
Staunton and threaten the Virginia and Tennessee 
and the Virginia Central railroads (see Map No. 4), 
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whilst Butler was to move on Petersburg and Rich- 
mond. Realizing that the command of the sea was 
the backbone ,of his strategy, and well aware that 
efficient strategy is based upon adequate supply, 
Grant decided to move Meade’s army as close to the 
coast as possible, for though on account of the nature 
of the country this was tactically a disadvantage. 
Strategically it was essential, as the sea coast would 
enable him to change his base of supply at will; 
further, no troops would be required to protect this 
line of supply. 

On April 29 he sent the following dispatch to 
Haileck, now Chief of Staff at Washington: 

“The army will start with fifteen days’ supplies; all the country 
affords will be gathered as we go along. This will no doubt 
enable us to go twenty-five days without further supplies, unless 
we should be forced to keep in the country between the Rapidan 
and the Ghickahominy, in which case supplies might be required 
by way of the York or the Rappahannock Rivers. . . . When 
we get once established on the James River, there will be no 
further necessity of occupying the road south of Bull Run.”® 

This dispatch is interesting, for it is often asserted 
that in the forthcoming campaign Grant was out- 
generalled, and that Lee compelled him to abandon 
his overland campaign, base himself on the James 
and operate south of this river. Though Grant 
naturally hoped that he would be able to crush Lee 
north of Richmond, it must not be overlooked, as 
most historians have overlooked it, that this was not 
his central idea, which was to hold Lee, as it were in a 
vice, by constant attack, until Sherman could swing 
round from Chattanooga and not only attack Lee's 
source of supply— his rear — but telescope the Con- 
federacy, now virtually reduced *to Georgia, the 
Carolinas and Virginia, and crush it out of existence. 
In this dispatch Grant definitely expects that he will 
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have to establish himself on the James rivdr; already 
on April g, when writing to Meade, he hinted® that 
this might be necessary, and shortly before the 
Wilderness campaign opened he informed Meade and 
Butler that it was his intention “to put both their 
armies south of the James River in case of failure to 
destroy Lee without it.”^® Further he informed 
Meade: “Should a siege of Richmond become 
necessary, siege guns, ammunition, and equipment 
can be got from the arsenals at Washington and Fort 
Monroe.” 

Having elaborated his strategic plan. Grant turned 
to tactics: What was to be his method of fighting? 
He knew full well Lee’s liking for manoeuvre, he also 
knew that the Confederate cause was on the wane, 
and what Lee dreaded most of all was a heavy casualty 
list. He decided, therefore, that his tactics must be 
offensive; that Lee’s army must be reduced in strength 
by constant attack; that it must be thrown on the 
defensive, and that once it was reduced to defend 
itself freedom of movement would be denied to it. 

Whilst this plan was being thought out and prepared 
for, what was happening in the Confederate camp? In 
September, 1862, Longs treet had pointed out to Lee 
that the next campaign should be fought in Tennessee, 
and that a defensive attitude should be assumed in 
Virginia.^® Lee regarded such a campaign with 
doubt, and all that came of this suggestion was that 
Longstreet was sent to reinforce Bragg at Chattanooga. 

In December Beauregard once again sketched out a 
comprehensive plan of campaign which was forwarded 
to Richmond. He pointed out that the total available 
forces were 210,000, and that unless the Government 
ordered_the army to concentrate against one decisive 
point, the war would end by it being beaten in detail. 
He suggested withdrawing 40,000 men from the East 
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and creating an army of 100,000 strong in the West 
to operate against Grant by moving against his 
communications from about Knoxville. Nothing 
came of this plan though Lee also saw the danger in 
the West. On December 3 he pointed out to Davis, 
“that the enemy may penetrate Georgia,” and “I 
think that every effort should be made to concentrate 
as large a force as possible under the best commander 
to ensure the discomfiture of Grant’s army.”^'* To 
which Davis answered: “Could you consistently go 
to Dalton?”’ ® to which Lee replied: “I can if desired, 
but of the expediency of the measure you can judge 
better than I. Unless it is intended that I should take 
permanent command, I can see no good that will 
result, even if in that event any could be accom- 
plished.”^’ Then, on January 10, 1864, Longstreet 
suggested transferring the whole of his infantry to the 
East and operating against Washington. To which 
Lee answered: “I believe, however, that if Grant 
could be driven back and Mississippi and Tennessee 
recovered, it would do more to relieve the country 
and inspirit our people than the mere capture o 
Washington.”’® Then Longstreet wrote on February 2: 
“It seems to me that we should concentrate and 
recover Tennessee and Kentucky,” 2® and on March 4 
he made similar and more detailed proposals.®’ To 
which Lee replied four days later: “I think the 
enemy’s great effort will be in the West and^ we must 
concentrate our strength there to meet them. 

These extracts are sufficient to show two things: 
The total incapacity of the Confederate Government 
to control the war, and the total incapacity of Lee to 
control the Government. “The expediency of the 
measure you can judge better thanT ca.n” is not the 
voice of a great general but of a submissive clerk. 

The winter of 1864 was one of great anxiety to Lee. 
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The army was in rags, half-starved and lacking in 
supplies, in clothing, shoes and equipment. Desertions 
were frequent, for life in the bivouacs qn the Rapidan 
was all but unbearable; yet as Chesney says,®® at this 
period the Confederacy was not so short of men as of 
discipline, not because the men were indifferent 
soldiers, they were superb soldiers, but because the 
administration of the army was so utterly rotten that 
even the staunchest soldiers succumbed to it. Added 
to these anxieties, as we have seen, was the doubt in 
Lee^s mind as to what Grant would do. At length this 
uncertainty ended, for on April 5, 1864, Lee wrote to 
Davis that it is apparent that Richmond is Grant’s 
object,®^ and the same day he issued a general order — 
“The army will be immediately placed in condition 
to march.”®® His opinion was that “a great battle 
would take place on the Rapidan,”®* and his thoughts 
were at once attracted towards their old centre — a 
distracting raid down the Valley.®’ 

His staunch ally was, however, no longer the 
Valley of Virginia, but the Wilderness; it covered 
his numerical weakness and his administrative 
deficiencies; his army had so long inhabited it that 
every cow-path, fastness and ravine was known to his 
men. Lee^s whole strategy now depended upon holding 
this natural stronghold, of entrapping Grant in it, of 
preventing his army penetrating it, and so exhaust the 
patience and resources of the North. His idea was to 
bring his enemy to battle as soon as possible,®® and his 
plan was an able one, namely, to let Grant cross the 
Rapidan and get throughly entangled in th^ forest, 
where numbers, cavalry and artillery were of little 
account, and there attack him in flank and force 
him to retire as h% had forced away Hooker. For such 
an operation his distribution was, however, a faulty 
one (see Map No. 10); Army headquarters and HiWs 
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corps were at Orange Court House, Ewell’s along the 
Mine Run and Stuart’s cavalry covered the front and 
right flank; but Longstreet’ s corps, at Gordonsville, was 
too far in rear*to be able rapidly to support the other 
two. The result of this was that when, on May 5, the 
battle opened, Lee was unable to strike in full force, 
and had he been in a position to do so it is possible 
that his plan might have succeeded. 

From the Wilderness to Cold Harbor 

Grant’s army, that is the Army of the Potomac and 
Burnside’s corps, numbered about 1 1 5,000 officers and 
men of all arms “equipped for duty.” Sheridan’s 
Cavalry Corps (13,287) covered the front from north- 
west of Culpeper Court House on the right to near 
Richardsville on the left (see Maps No. 4 and No. 10); 
Army headquarters and the Fifth Corps, under Warren 
(25,663), were at and around Culpeper Court House; 
the Second Corps, under Hancock (28,333), south of 
Brandy Station; the Sixth Corps, Sedgwick (24,213) 
north of this place, and the Ninth Corps, Burnside 
(22,762), stretched from a little north of Rappahan- 
nock Station to within a few miles of Manassas 
Junction. South of the Rapidan stood Lee, as already 
described. 

On May 4 and 5 all the Federal armies moved 
forward, on a common plan and towards a common 
centre: Grant on Lee, Sherman on Johnston, Sigel up 
the Valley, and Butler towards Richmond. It was 
a wonderful object lesson in co-operative effort when 
compared to the individual and unconnected 
operations which had hitherto characterized Federal 
strategy. • 

Strategically Grant’s immediate problem,* namely, 
the movement of the Army of the Potomac, was not 

213 


GRANT ANB LEE 


difficult once the Rapidan was crossed, but tactically 
it was a plunge into a jungle in which numbers were 
of little account, and local knowledge of the highest 
value, where cavalry were virtually dismounted and 
artillery spiked, and where every extra wagon was an 
encumbrance. In the Wilderness of Virginia Hooker 
had met his fate, and Meade who, in 1863, had 
penetrated its fringes, had rapidly withdrawn frorn 
them and sought safety in more open ground. Here the 
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clash took place on the 5th, and of the fighting Badeau 
says: it was “a wrestle as bhnd as midnight, a gloom 
that made manoeuvres impracticable, a jungle where 
regiments stumbled on each other and on the^'enemy 
by turns, firing sometimes into their own ranks, and 
guided often only by the crackling of the bushes or 
the cheprs and 'cries that rose from the depths 
around.”®® 

Tactically, Grant was not prepared for this type of 
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fighting— Indian warfare. His formations were far too 
heavy his lines of attack too cumbersome, and his 
tactii’ too rigid. He had hoped, yet scarcely expected, 
to traverse the* Wilderness without a battle; he should, 
therefore, on the 4th have pushed on as far as he 
could; but he did not do so, apparently because he 
was afraid of uncovering his trains. Had he, in place 
of attacking Lee, or rather counter-attacking Lee when 
'Lee attacked, entrenched his position, let Lee attack it, 
and under its protection had he continued his move- 
ment forward, throwing up entrenchnients on his 
right flank as he advanced, it is possible 5"^^ 
mio'ht have got through the Wilderness at considerably 
less loss, and yet have inflicted an equal loss on the 
Army of Northern Virginia, the tactics and very 
deficiencies in the organization of which made it more 

adaptable for forest warfare. 

On the 5th, as Swinton says: “The action . . . 
was not so much a battle as the fierce grapple of two 
mighty wrestlers suddenly meeting.”*® On the 6th 
it was the same, both sides were fought to a standstill, 
and under cover of night Lee withdrew his army 

behind its entrenchments. _ 

Tactically this battle was indecisive; the losses 
were heavy. Grant’s numbering 17,666 and Lees 
though unknown, cannot have been less than 7,750- 
Strategically it was the greatest Federal victory yet 
won in the East, for Lee was now thrown on the 
defensive-he was held. Thus, within forty-eight 
hours of crossing the Rapidan, did Grant gam his 

objects— the fixing of . 

In this the first battle of the campaign, Gra^ 
will to succeed, cost what it might, soon ^vrale to 
Tee that, in spite of the forest and thcehelter it afforde^ , 
numbers in the end would count 
throughout this campaign he writes; Thanks 
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merciful Providence our casualties have been small.” 

It was remarkable also in that, as Colonel Lyman says: 
“The great feature of this campaign is the extra- 
ordinary use made of earthworks. . . When our 

line advances, there is the line of the enemy, nothing 
showing but the bayonets, and the battle-flags stuck 
on the top of the works. It is a rule that when the 
Rebels halt, the first day gives them a good rifle pit; 
the second a regular infantry parapet with artillery 
in position; and the third a parapet with an abattis 
in front and entrenched batteries behind. Sometimes 
they put this three days’ work into the first twenty- 
four hours. Our men can, and do, do the same; but 
remember, our object is offense — to advance. You 
would be amazed to see how this country is intersected 
with field works, extending for miles and miles in 
different directions and marking the different strategic 
lines taken up by the two armies* as they warily move 
about each other.”®® 

In this type of war Lee excelled. A field engineer 
by upbringing, and possessed of a wonderful tactical 
eye for defensive positions, after May 7 he fought with 
entrenchments in a manner which elicits our highest 
admiration. At 5 a.m. on the 7th he appears to have 
been under the illusion that Grant was retiring “in 
the direction of Chancellorsville.”®^ To the Secretary 
of War he telegraphed on the 8th: “The enemy has 
abandoned his position and is moving towards 
Fredericksburg”;®® and to Ewell he wrote, “We must 
try and attack his rear.”®® Yet, on the 7th, Colonel 
Taylor, his Assistant Adjutant-General, sept the 
following message to Stuart: “The enemy now and 
then advance and feel our lines, and the general thinks 
r there is nothing to indicate an intention on his part 
to retire," but rather that appearances would indicate 
an intention to move towards Spottsylvania Court 
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House,” which contention is supported by General 
Gordon. ® ® 

As was so often the case, Lee’s staff duties were 
muddled; nevertheless, on the morning of the yth he 
ordered®® Anderson, now in command of Longstreet’s 
corps, for, like Jackson, this general had been wounded 
by his own men, to move to Spottsylvania on the 
morning of the 8th; but as Anderson could find no 



place to bivouac, he did so that night, and as it 
happened short-headed Grant by a few hours. 

In spite of his losses and the confusion which such 
a battle rendered inevitable. Grant was in no way 
dismayed. A lesser man would have halted and 
reorganized, but Grant determined to push on. To 
a staff officer he said: “To-night Lee will be retreating 
South,”*® and within twenty-four hDurs of the battle 
being drawn, the Army of the Potomac was heading 
for Spottsylvania. There he found Anderson blocking 
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merciful Providence our casualties have been small.” 

It was remarkable also in that, as Colonel Lyman says: 
“The great feature of this campaign is the extra- 
ordinary use made of earthworks. . . When our 

line advances, there is the line of the enemy, nothing 
showing but the bayonets, and the battle-flags stuck 
on the top of the works. It is a rule that when the 
Rebels halt, the first day gives them a good rifle pit; 
the second a regular infantry parapet with artillery 
in position; and the third a parapet with an abattis 
in front and entrenched batteries behind. Sometimes 
they put this three days’ work into the first twenty- 
four hours. Our men can, and do, do the same; but 
remember, our object is oflfense — to advance. You 
would be amazed to see how this country is intersected 
with field works, extending for miles and miles in 
different directions and marking the different strategic 
lines taken up by the two armies, as they warily move 
about each other.”®® 

In this type of war Lee excelled. A field engineer 
by upbringing, and possessed of a wonderful tactical 
eye for defensive positions, after May 7 he fought with 
entrenchments in a manner which elicits our highest 
admiration. At 5 a.m. on the 7th he appears to have 
been under the illusion that Grant was retiring “in 
the direction of Chancellorsville.”®^ To the Secretary 
of War he telegraphed on the 8th: “The enemy has 
abandoned his position and is moving towards 
Fredericksburg”;®® and to Ewell he wrote, “We must 
try and attack his rear.”®® Yet, on the 7th, Colonel 
Taylor, his Assistant Adjutant-General, sept the 
following message to Stuart: “The enemy now and 
then advance and feel our lines, and the general thinks 
there is nothing to indicate an intention on his part 
to retire,' but rather that appearances would indicate 
an intention to move towards Spottsylvania Court 
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House,”®'* which contention is supported by General 
Gordon. ^ « 

As was so often the case, Lee’s staff duties were 
muddled; nevertheless, on the morning of the 7th he 
ordered®® Anderson, now in command of Longstreet’s 
corps, for, like Jackson, this general had been wounded 
by his own men, to move to Spottsylvania on the 
morning of the 8th; but as Anderson could find no 



place to bivouac, he did so that night, and as it 
happened short-headed Grant by a few hours. 

In spite of his losses and the confusion which such 
a battle rendered inevitable. Grant was in no way 
dismayed. A lesser man would have halted and 
reorganized, but Grant determined to push on. To 
a staff officer he said: “To-night Lee will be retreating 
South,”*® and within twenty-four ht)urs of the battle 
being drawn, the Army of the Potomac was heading 
for Spottsylvania. There he found Anderson blocking 
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his way, and there he learned that Sherman’s and 
Sigel’s advances were progressing, but that Butler 
was in difficulties. In order to relieve the pressure on 
Butler’s army^^ he ordered Sheridan and the whole 
of the Cavalry Corps to “cut loose” and to proceed 
on a raid against the north of Richmond. 

At Spottsylvania Lee ably entrenched himself 
between the rivers Po and Ny, his entrenchments 
taking the form of an inverted V. This enabled him 
to place the bulk of his men in line, and to use the 
garrison of one face of the V to reinforce the other 
as occasion demanded. The weak point was the 
apex, and this was not unnoticed by Grant, who, on 
the loth, launched an attack under Colonel Upton 
against its western face and captured some 1,200 
prisoners. This attack was so successful that he 
decided to employ the whole of Hancock’s corps in 
an assault upon the apex of the salient. At 4.35 a.m. 
on the 1 2 th Hancock moved forward through the mud 
and mist, marching on a compass bearing, and in 
massed formation struck the Confederate entrench- 
ments and surged over them;*® but his assault forma- 
tions were so dense that the mass of his men at once 
melted into an uncontrollable mob. “You could 
see,” says General Barlow, “men of all commands 
intermingled and lying, in some places forty deep, 
on the other side of the captured works, and on the 
slope which ran down from them.”*® At 5.45 a.m. 
came the first Confederate counter-attack; then the 
struggle for the “Bloody Angle” began, in which Lee 
lost between 9,000 and 10,000 officers and man, and 
Grant 6,820.** 

Grant has been blamed for these persistent attacks, 
and mainly because it is not realized that had he 
attempted to manoeuvre Lee out of his position, which 
he might have done, he would have forced Tee back 
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towards Butler. This was the very thing he did not 
want to do, for by holding him as far away from 
Butler as he could, he facihtated his advance along 
the James River, which was causing as great a con- 
sternation*® in Richmond as Jackson's in the Valley 
had to Washington two years before, which shows 
the wisdom of this distracting movement. 

BeauTOgaTil} then in command of the Petersburg 
area, realizing that Lee must inevitably be forced out 
of the Spottsylvania position, on May 12 put up the 
following plan*® to Bragg, then Chief of Staff to 
Davis: Lee to fall back behind the Chickahominy 
and send 10,000 men to Beauregard, who was also to 
be reinforced by 5,000 from Richmond, bringing his 
force up to 25,000. Butler to be attacked in flank and 
destroyed, after which, whilst Lee held Grant’s^ front, 
Beauregard was to fall upon his left flank. Like all 
Beauregard's plans, this was an admirable one; but 
Jefferson Davis would not agree to it; nevertheless, 
on the 15th, Beauregard attacked Butler at Drury s 
Bluff and drove him back to Bermuda Hundred. On 
the 1 8th Beauregard outlined a somewhat similar plan 
in which he said: “Without such concentration 
nothing decisive can be effected, and the pictuie 
presented is one of ultimate starvation”;*' which was 
only too true. Nothing, however, would move Lee, 
and when, on the 19th, Davis informed “im o 
Beauregard's suggestion, Lee refused to make a decision, 

leaving this to Davis.*® , j u 

Thus far Grant’s central idea had been that 
where^r Lee went Meade should follow; for this he 
now substituted a bolder one, namely, wherever 
Meade went Lee should be compelled to follow On 
the 20th Hancock’s corps was moved*south to Guinea s 
Station, and the next day Lee discovering this^move 
began to withdraw from his entrenchments; but he 
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was too wary a general to get involved vdth ■■Hancock; 
instead he placed himself between Richmond and his 
enemy by falling back on a position in the neighbour- 
hood of Hanover Junction immediatel'y south of the 
North Anna River. 

Once again Grant’s manoeuvre had succeeded 
strategically, but tactically it had failed. It had 
moved Lee out of his entrenchments, but it had not 
brought him to battle in the open; far from it, for 
the works Lee now occupied had been constructed 
during the previous winter and were formidable in 
the extreme, and there can be little doubt that from 
them Lee should have assumed an offensive. Grant’s 
situation was an anxious one, and realizing the 
difficulty and cost of an assault, and no longer having 
to consider Butler, who was bottled up at Bermuda 
Hundred, he determined on another flanking 
movement. 

On the afternoon of the 25th he withdrew his 
forces across the North Anna, and directed^® Meade 
to move on Hanover Town. This movement, which 
was a complex one on account of the proximity of the 
two armies, was carried out successfully, and a new 
battle front was established on Totopotomoy Creek. 
Lee followed suit, both armies drifting southwards, 
Lee covering Richmond and Grant hoping against 
hope to compel Lee to come out of his trenches. By 
June I both armies confronted each other in the 
vicinity of Old and New Cold Harbor; Zee’s right 
flank resting on the Chickahominy and his left 
extending north of Gaines’s Mill, the locality i» which 
McClellan was repulsed in 1862. 

On this ground was fought the battle of Cold 
Harbor, a battle which in the history of the Civil 
War has been given a prominence it does not deserve, 
it was not a great battle or a decisive one, Zee’.? losses 
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were sUglit and Grant’s not excessive for they 
amounted ’to 5,617. of which i.ioo were killed and 
.=17 wounded;®® by most historians these losses 
have been grossly exaggerated. Its notoriety may be 
traced to political reason. The North was growing 
weary intrigue was rife; the presidential election 
was approaching, and Lincoln’s position was by no 
means secure. All hoped for speedy victory, and as 
battle followed battle Grant’s stock fell in terms ot 


public opinion. _ _ 

Grant was not blind to this situation. He realized 
the urgency of an early success; but he also realized 
that if he now refrained from attacking Lee, politicaUy 
this would be construed as the failure of the entire 
campaign. The alternative was a frontal assault, and 
rightly, so I think, he decided on one, but his method 
was faulty in the extreme. 

First he postponed his attack twenty-four hours, 
timing the assault for 4.30 a.m. on June 3, which 
aave Lee ample time to strengthen his position. 
Secondly, he ordered an attack all along ^ the line m 
place of massing his guns opposite a fraction of Lee’s 
front, and then after a heavy bombardment assaulting 
this fraction. As it happened, each of his divisions was 
taken in enfilade as well as decimated by frontal 
fire, and all were so severely handled that the attack 
was decided in less than an hour. ® ^ General McMahon 
says,®® that the time taken in the actual advance was 
not more than eight minutes; Swinton says®* ten. 

Grant’s military excuse for fighting this battle was 
that zS Lee refused to assume the offensive he con- 
sidered him “whipped,”®® and though afterwards he 
regretted ever having fought it, ^he undoubtedly 
believed that the morale of Lee's army was spf nt, and 
remembering the successful assaults at Missionary 
Ridge and Spottsylvania, he considered that one 
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trciDcncioiis blow would overthrow his RntR^onist, 
Of Grant’s offensive tactics Badeau says; “I have 
often heard him declare that there copies a time in 
every hard-fought battle when both armies are 
nearly or cjuite exhausted, and it seems impossible for 
either to do more; this he believed the turning-point; 
whichever after first renews the fight, is sure to win.”5 6 
Unfortunately for Grant, though he expected the. 
highest heroism from his own men, he failed to realize 
that his enemy was of the same stock. 

The Petersburg Campaign 

Grant was checked but not checkmated; to a lesser 
man Cold Harbor would have been a death blow, but 
to Grant it was to prove the stepping-stone of one of 
the most audacious and difficult operations of war 
ever attempted. Halleck suggested that Grant should 
invest Richmond from the north bank of the James; 
but as its most important lines of supply lay on its 
southern side. Grant saw that this suggestion was 
worthless. As Lee's front could no longer be attacked, 
he decided to attack Lee' s rear — * to move the army 
to the south side of the James River by the enemy’s 
right flank,” in order to “cut off all his sources of 
supply except by the [James River] canal.”®’ 

Meanwhile, as Beauregard had foreseen, Lee had 
been forced back to the defences of Richmond, and 
even now in place of concentrating, as Beauregard 
suggested, he dispersed his forces. Not only* did he 
send Breckinridge's division back to the Valley, but, on 
June Ti, Early was ordered to proceed to this same 
locality, and threaten Washington. It was his old 
game, now a httie worn by constant application. This 
time there was no panic; at Fort Stevens outside the 
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Northern tapital General Wright, in command of the 
reinforcing ‘Sixth Corps which Grant had sent back 
from the Jamq^, met General McCook, who pointing 
out Early's pickets a few rods from the work said: 
“Well, Wright, there they are; I’ve nothing here but 
quartermaster’s men and hospital bummers; the 
enemy can walk right in if he only tries; let’s go down 
below and get some lager beer.”®* Early could have 
walked in, but had he done so he would never have 
walked out again; so wisely, he retired. 

The detachment of Early seems to have had a 
curious psychological influence upon Lee. On June 7 
Beauregard had telegraphed Bragg: “Should Grant 
have left Lee's front, he doubtless intends operations 
against Richmond along James River, probably on 
south side.”®* He pointed out the extreme danger 
Petersburg was in.®® Two days later he writes: “The 
present movements of Grant’s army have a signifi- 
cance which cannot have escaped your observation. 
He clearly seeks to move around Lee's forces, by an 
advance upon his left flank, in the direction of the 
James River, with a view to operate between that 
river and the Chickahominy, and in case of his 
meeting with no adequate resistance to plant himself 
on both sides of the former, throwing across it a 
pontoon bridge, as close to Chaffin’s Blulf as circum- 
stances may permit, and failing in this scheme, he 
may continue his rotary motion around Richmond, 
and attack by concentrating the whole of his army 
on the south side of the James River, using the 
fortified position at Bermuda Hundred Neck as a 
base for his operations.” ®^ (See Map No. ii.) 

This was an exact picture of what was about to 
take place, for, on June 7, Grant, in ‘order tojid him- 
self of Lee's cavalry, ordered Sheridan to move 
on Charlottesville. It is an interesting picture this: 
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Lee weakening his already over weak forces* at a time 
when he wanted every man, and Grant 'forcing Lee 
to weaken himself still more by sending out Sheridan 
to strike at the Confederate communications. Thus 
we see that whilst Lee looked northwards Grant 
thought southwards. His plan was to withdraw his 
army, cross the Chickahominy swamps, bridge the 
James, a tidal river 700 yards wide, shift his base of 
supplies from White House to City Point, and advance 
on Petersburg. To accomplish this move, which, as 
Badeau says: “transcended in difficulty and danger 
any that he had attempted during the campaign,” 
he first strongly entrenched his front, and under cover 
of these entrenchments began to withdraw his army 
at nightfall on the 12th. This astonishing manoeuvre 
was effected within close range of Lee’s army, and in 
a hostile country swarming with spies. Not until the 
1 8th, as we shall see, did Lee become fully aware of 
what was happening. 

Grant’s plan entailed the seizing of Petersburg 
before Lee could come to the support of Beauregard, 
who held the city with a small garrison. General 
Smith and the Eighteenth Corps were detailed for 
this operation. ® ^ This corps was withdrawn from the 
Chickahominy on the 12th, and on the 14th Smith 
reported to General Butler, who strongly reinforced 
him. On the morning of the 15th he set out, and at 
about 10 a.m. came under range of the guns of 
Petersburg. From this hour until 5 p.m. he recon- 
noitred the position, and at length ordering his 
artillery up, discovered that the horses had been sent 
to water; this delayed the attack until 7 p.m. By 
9 p.m., hearing that the first position was carried, he 
deemecl “it wiser to hold what we had than . . . 
to lose what we had gained . . these are his own 
words.®® 
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Smith must have known that Beauregard s force was 
a weak one; actually it consisted of 2,200 artillery and 
infantry, and Smith had 18,000 troops His delay 
and caution were Reusable, he “feared to run any 
risk” and “preferred to sleep on his arms that night. 

The importance of Petersburg to Richmond and the 
Confederate forces was so great, and its occupation so 
vital to the fulfilment of Grant’s strategy that General 
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Smith’s lack of energy may well be considered one of 
the most serious errors of the entire campaign. Though 
a highly educated soldier, this failure proved him to 
be totelly unfitted for command. Muddle now 
followed muddle; Hancock, who should have followed 
Smith’s corps at short interval, lost hours of invaluable 
time in awaiting an issue of rations;®^ and when he 
caught up with Smith, this general made no proper 
use of his corps.®® 
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Meanwhile, on the 13th, Lss discovered liiat Grant 
had left his front®’ and simultaneously Early began 
his northern movement.®® In place of recalling 
Early, the next day he wrote to Davis: “I think the 
enemy must be preparing to move south of the 
James,” and further: “I apprehend that he rnay be 
sending troops up the James River with the view of 
getting possession of Petersburg before^ we can 
reinforce it.”®® He repeated this apprehension on the 
following day, and also wrote to Davis saying that 
'"■Early was in motion this morning at 3 o’clock and 
by daylight was clear of our camp. ... If you think 
it better to recall him, please send a trusty messenger to 
overtake him to-night. I do not know that the 
necessity for his presence to-day is greater than it was 
yesterday. His troops would make us more secure 
here, but success in the Valley would relieve our 
difficulties that at present press heavily upon us.”’® 

The italics in the above quotation are mine; not 
only do these words, as usual, throw the onus of 
decision on Davis, but they suggest that Lee considered 
that Early should not be recalled, and further, that 
even should Grant move south of the James and seize 
Petersburg, Earlfs attatjk on Northern nerves would 
force his recall from the James as it forced McClellan’s 
in 1862. No other assumption can explain his lethargy 
between the 15th and i8th. 

Fortunately for Lee, Beauregard played his part with 
consummate skill. He was in fact so weak that he 
was compelled to call in the garrison of the works at 
Bermucfe Hundred. This unbottled Butler, and 
enabled him to advance and place his army between 
Petersburg and Richmond, which must inevitably 
have resulted in the fall of the capital. Once again 
he blundered, and lost the opportunity of a life s time. 
Meade, meanwhile, persisted in attacking Petersburg 
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at its strongest point, “ and in consequence wrecked 
Grant’s strategy. 

On the i5.th Beauregard reported his position at 

Petersburg to be critical,’^ and Lee answered that he 
did “not know the position of Grant’s army.”’® 
Beauregard was attacked on the i5th,^ i6th and 17th, 
and sent message after message asking for support; 
.Lee however, did nothing until the 17th, when he 
ordered A. P. Hill to move to Chaffin’s Bluff.’* Not 
until the i8th would he believe BeaureprPs reports, 
when he telegraphed Early, “Grant is m front of 
Petersburg. Will be opposed there. Strike as quickly 
as you can, and if circumstances authorize, carry out 
the original plan, or move upon Petersburg without 

delay/^’^ 

Between June 13 and 18 no impartial critic can 
doubt that Lee’s generalship was of a low order. 
General Alexander writes: “Thus the last, and perhaps 
the best, chances of Confederate success were not 
lost in the repulse at Gettysburg, nor in any combat 
of arms. They were lost during three days of l^ng in 
camp, believing that Grant was hemmed in by the 
broad part of the James below ^ 

nowhere to go but to come and attack us. Gra ^ 
constant attacks had hypnotized Lee into believing 
that his adversary had no other cards to play, 
sees that Grant may cross the James, then he doubte 
that he will do so, and stakes all on his old blutt 
a Valley raid. When he arrived at Petersburg at 
1 1 .30 a.m. on the i8th, Beauregard urged him to order 
Hill’s and Anderson’s corps to attack Grant s loft nank 
and rear. 'Hee refused his assent, on the ground that 
his troops needed rest, and that the defensive having 
been thus far so advantageous to hfm against Grants 
offensive north of the James, and to Beauregard 
Petersburg, he preferred continuing the same mode ol 
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warfare.”” This meant the assumption of*a passive 
defensive, and Lee knew it, for, on June 21, he wrote to 
Davis; “I hope your Excy will put no reliance in what 
I can do individually, for I feel that will be very little. 
The enemy has a strong position, and is able to deal us 
more injury than from any other point he has ever 
taken. Still we must try and defeat them. I fear he 
will not attack us but advance by regular approaches. 
He is so situated that I cannot attack him.’”® 

From the date of this dispatch, that is from the 
date Grant began to lay siege to Petersburg, the end 
of the Confederacy, like a gathering storm cloud, 
loomed over the horizon of the war, daily growing 
greater and more leaden. Some reckoned on a 
Northern political collapse, a refusal to re-nominate 
Lincoln, and the consequent abandonment of the 
war; but Lee knew that as long as Grant held him 
at Richmond and Petersburg this was an event so 
unlikely as to be beyond practical politics. Grant’s 
tactics of attrition were telling, and during the siege 
of Petersburg they continued to tell for his shuttle- 
cock operations of feinting here and striking there, 
says Lee, “fatigue and exhaust our men, greatly 
impairing their efficiency in battle.”” The only 
hope was to break this strangle-hold, to cut loose 
from Richmond and transfer the struggle to some 
other area. Lee looked furtively at Early. On June 29 
he wrote to Davis: “I still think it is our policy to 
draw the attention of the enemy to his own territory. 
It may force Grant to attack me”;®° and then, on 
July ii: “I fear I shall not be able to attack him to 
advantage, and if I cannot I think it would be well to 
reinforce General Earlf but where from? 

Turning to Grant, we find no recrimination, no 
excuses, no blame. His plan had been wrecked by 
the incompetence of his subordinates. He once again 
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, . failed but he refused to accept failure, and 

tostad jidified his strategy without changing its 
tral idea, which was to hold on to Lee. As he could 
n^fc^sttoy Xes he would invest Petersburg, and Jhen 
orb round to the south of the city against Lee s hues 
T mriv the chief of which were the Weldon, the 
fouth Side and the Danville railroads. (See Map 
No II ) Though means vary, his idea remai 
•tonsil., to hold fast to Lee so that Shermans 

“CTn >neT“d' the end of October Grant 

waged incessant war on these rmlways 
ms Petersburg and so compelling the Confederate 
Government and Lee to concentrate on its protectio . 
He reaUzed that as long as Petersburg was in dange 
Srchltd was threatened; -t -ly ^ 

rCd bur^ tog'srrwS d be most difficult 

lo demch trt^p* “ 

operadng in the VaUey, or to reinforce Jokmtem. 

The Campaigns of Sheridan and Sherman 

Whilst Grant was moving 
the Wilderness, attacking W^tS^gin 
Chickahominy, crossing the Jame 
Petersburg, it must be rVaUey 

campaigns were mprogrt«,n^^>y^,^^ 

of Virginia and the i linked to his own as 

two campaigns ^ere in fact essential 

his was to them. Thes can only be correctly 

parts of one grand campaign, 

appreciated when ^°c^^eneral Sige>had been 

In the Valley, on May 155 replaced by 

badly defeated at Newmarket, an P 
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General Hunter who, on June 17, advanced .to within 
five miles of Lynchburg. (See Map No. 4.). The next 
day meeting with Earlfs corps, sent north by Leg as 
already related, he retired into the Kanawha Valley, 
leaving the Shenandoah Valley open to Early, who 
forthwith advanced down it, and on July 1 1 threatened 
Washington. Foreseeing what was likely to happen, 
on the 5th Grant had already sent the Sixth Corps to 
Washington;®^ in consequence, on the 14th Early 
recrossed the Potomac and retired towards Strasburg. 
In order to close the Valley Grant determined 
systematically to devastate it, and to carry out this 
work General Sheridan was given the command ot 

the troops in that area on August 7. . , u 

At first Sheridan got into difficulties with the 
politicians at Washington, which necessitated Grant 
visiting him. Then he got into his stride, and decisively 
defeated Early at Opequon Creek on September 19. 
Following him up he again defeated him at Fisher s 
Hill on the 22nd, and again at Cedar Creek on 
October 19. These victories had a most encouraging 
influence on the political situation. _ 

Meanwhile Sherman’s lever was moving forward 
on Grant’s fulcrum — the Army of the Potomac, it 
consisted of 100,000 men and 254 guns, and was 
opposed by Johnston at the head of 43,000 men at 
Dalton. Imaginative and fertile in resources, Sherman 
saw clearly that in spite of his numerical superiority 
every mile he advanced would lengthen his com- 
munications and so reduce his strength. He deter- 
mined, therefore, not to do what Johnston wishe,d him 
to do, namely, attack him in strongly fortified positions; 
but instead, by constant manoeuvre, to keep a grip 
on him whilst Grant was hammering Lee in the 
East. Oh May 4 he advanced his united forces, 
the Army of the Cumberland, under Thomas, in the 
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centre Ae Army of the Tennessee, under McPherson, 
on the right, and the Army of the Ohio, under 
Schofield, on the left; his tactical idea being: to 
advance on his enemy, gain contact with him, piri 
him down and then, by outflanking him, comi^l 
him to abandon his position and fall back. This he 
successfully did at Dalton, again on the Oostanaula 



river, at Etowah, Allatoona. New Hope Ctarch 
Marietta. At Kenesaw Mountain. ^ 

attacked his enemy but with no great success, 

nevertheless Johmtcn, on July ™**'*^“c*! 
Chattahoochee River, where, on the 17* the Con 
federate Government, not understanding ^ his able 
tactics and disapproving of his constant retreat, 

replaced him by General Hooi. 
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Hood, who was of an impetuous nature*, attacked 
Sherman three times, and on each occasion was 
repulsed with heavy losses. Being compelled to fall 
back on Atlanta, Sherman followed him up; there 
Hood's position became untenable, and on September i 
“the gate city of the South” was in Sherman’s hands. 

Once Atlanta was occupied, according to Grant’s 
strategical map, the next operation was to advance to 
the Atlantic coast; but this presupposed that Hood's 
army had first been annihilated, which was not the 
case, for, on September 20, this general withdrew to 
Palmetto Station, south-west of Atlanta and there 
entrenched himself Further still, though Mobile 
Bay was now in Federal hands. Mobile itself had not 
been captured, and continued to hold out until 
March ii, 1865. On September 10 Grant wrote to 
Sherman suggesting that General Canby, who was 
operating against Mobile, should “act upon Savannah” 
whilst he (Sherman) moved on Augusta;®® but 
this was most difficult to do, seeing that Sherman’s 
base of supply was still at Louisville, 474 miles away, 
that he had nearly 1,000 miles of railway to protect, 
and that Hood now flanked an advance on Augusta, 
and was himself comparatively secure as long as 
Mobile held out. On the 20th Sherman replied that 
if Grant could secure Wilmington and the City of 
Savannah, he could keep Hood employed and put his 
own army “in fine order for a march on Augusta, 
Columbia and Charleston.”®® Meanwhile, as Hood 
threatened his fine of supply, he sent Thomas back to 
Chattanooga. 

Hood, seeing that he could no longer impede 
Sherman by direct opposition, decided in place to 
strike at his communications and so compel him to 
fall back' in order to protect them. On the 29th he 
crossed the Chattahoochee and advanced on Marietta. 
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The effect of this move was that Sherman decided 
to leave a corps to hold Atlanta and set out in pursuit 
of him; but by October 1 1 he realized that it was a 
hopeless task, and so he suggested®’ to Grant that he 
should abandon this operation, and in place carry out 
the original plan of moving on Savannah or Charleston. 
Again, on the 20th, he wrote: “To pursue Hood is 
folly, for he can twist and turn like a fox, and wear 
out any army in pursuit.”®® 

At first Grant hesitated, ® ® then, hearing from 
Sherman that Thomas could hold the line of the 
Tennessee, on November 2 he agreed to the advance.®® 
On the 15th Sherman set out from Atlanta at the 
head of 60,000 men, and arrived at Savannah on 
December 2 1 . Though on the way he was but weakly 
opposed, beyond all question his march had a decisive 
strategical and political influence on the war, for the 
destruction he wrought in Georgia, which was 
estimated at $100,000,000, had a most demoralizing 
effect on the whole of the Confederacy, and particularly 
on Leds army, thousands of his men deserting to 
their homes in order to succour their families. 

Meanwhile Hood pushed on northwards, and 
Thomas failing to concentrate his army was compelled 
to fall back on Nashville. From there he sent out 
General Schofield to cover his concentration; this 
led to a battle at Frankhn, in which, though Schofield 
was pushed back on Nashville, he crippled Hood's 
army by inflicting on it a loss of 6,300 casualties.®^ 
Thomas, who now outnumbered Hood by nearly 
two to- one, should have attacked him forthwith, 
in place he delayed to do so for fifteen days, causing 
the greatest perturbation to the Federal Government. 
When he did, on December 15, he ehsily defeated his 
antagonist. 

Thus the defeat of Hood at Nashville and the 
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occupation of Savannah by Sherman ended the 
stupendous Federal campaign of 1864. 

On May 5 Grant had opened the throttle of this 
great combined operation. He had hoped to end the 
war that summer, and though this hope was not 
realized, his strategy was so sound that in spite of 
many changes and modifications, his central idea 
remained unchanged. Lee was held as in a vice, and 
because he was thus held Sherman’s grand manoeuvre 
prospered. 

The end of the year brought the end of the war 
in sight. Lincoln had been re-elected President, 
thanks mainly to the enthusiasm aroused by the 
victories of Sherman and Sheridan; Lee was still held 
fast in Richmond, the Valley of Virginia was clear of 
Confederate troops, and beyond the silence of winter 
“there came,” as Swinton says, “rolling across the 
plains of the Carolinas, beating nearer and nearer, 
the drums of Champion’s Hill and Shiloh.” Come 
what might, unless Sherman could be stopped, the 
Confederacy was doomed. Thus ended the memorable 
year of 1864. 

Five Forks and Appomattox Court House 

On January ir, 1865, Lee wrote to Seddon: “We 
have but two days’ supplies”;®® on the 19th: “There 
is great suffering in the Army for want of soap”;®® 
on the 27th he mentions the “alarming frequency of 
desertions”;®* on February 4 he acknowledged his 
“confirmation by the Senate as General-in-Chief of 
the Armies of the Confederate States”;®® and then, 
on the 22nd, he hinted to Breckinridge, the new 
Secretary of WSr, that he can do nothing until he 
abandons the James River.®® The date of this 
announcement coincides with that of the fall of 
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Wilmington, and without Wilmington Richmond was 
throttled. Lee seems to have realized this, for again on 
this same day, February 22, he wrote to Longstreet: If 
forced to withdraw, “I propose to concentrate at or 
near Burkeville. . . . We might also seize the oppor- 
tunity of striking at Grant, should he pursue us rapidly, 
or at Sherman, before they could unite.”®’ 

On this same day, in spite of the fact that he was 
now Commander-in- Chief, he suggested to Breckinridge 
that General Johnston should be sent south to command 
against Sherman, adding “if he was ordered to 
report to me I would place him there on duty.”®* 
This wise move appears to have originated out of 
two suggestions ® ® made to Davis by General Beauregard, 
one on February 3, and the other on February 21, 
that the only policy to adopt was to stop Sherman. 
On February 22 Johnston was detailed to do so, 
but it is Lee who should have gone South, for a 
General-in-Chief should always face the position of 
greatest danger and importance. With Sherman in 
North Carolina, Richmond had become a theatre of 
secondary value. Lee should have realized this 
directly Fort Fisher, the key to Wilmington, fell on 
January 15. Perhaps he did, but his subservience to 
Davis was so complete that he refused to move; he 
was paralyzed by his theory that duty demanded 
that he should suggest and must obey but should 
never decide. 

General Gordon informs us, that during the first 
week in March he saw' Lee, and placed before him 
three suggestions, which in order of precedence were : 

(1) To make the best possible terms with the enemy; 

(2) To abandon Richmond, joir? Johnston, and 
strike at Sherman; 

(3) To strike at Grant. 
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Lee^s answers were typical of the man: ’As regards 
the first he said: “that he scarcely felt alithorized to 
suggest to the civil authorities the advisability of 
making terms.” As regards the second, “he doubted 
whether the authorities in Richmond would consent 
to the movement,” besides his men were in a starving 
condition, and he could not move half his artillery or -s 
trains. Whereupon Gordon urged him to assume hjs 
powers as Commander-in-Ghief, and to point out to 
the Government the absolute necessity of securing 
favourable terms of peace while the army was still 
organized and resisting. Then Gordon says: “His 
long training as a soldier and his extreme delicacy 
were still in his way — a barrier against even apparent 
interference in any department not his own and • 
against any step not in accord with the strictest 
military and official ethics. He said as much, but 
then added: T will go, and will send for you again 
on my return from Richmond’ . . On his return 
“he said nothing could be done at Richmond. The 
Congress did not seem to appreciate the situation. 

Of President Davis he spoke in terms of strong eulogy: 
of the strength of his convictions, of his devotedness, 
of his remarkable faith in the possibility of still winning 
our independence, and of his unconquerable will 
power. The nearest approach to complaint or 
criticism were the words which I can never forget: 

‘You know that the President is very pertinacious in 
opinion and purpose’ ... ‘What then is to be done. 
General?’ He replied that there seemed to be but 
one thing that we could do — ^fight. To stand still was 
death. It could only be death if we fought and 
failed.” 

Grapt’s plan^for 1865 was to draw the net closer 
and closer round his antagonist. His first problem 
was to occupy the remaining sea ports — Charleston, 
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Mobile and Wilmington, of which the last was by far 
the most important. Its entrance was protected by 
Fort Fisher which, as I have already noted, fell on 
January 15. The capture of this fort was, says Vice- 
President Stephens, a blow equal to the loss of 
Vicksburg. ^ ® ^ 



Hood disposed of and Fort Fisher in Federal hands, 
Grant fearing that Lee might attempt to break away 
and unite with Johnston, decided to watch him rather 
than attack him, holding his army in readme j to 
spring vigonLee should he abandon Richmond,. Next 
he decided to close four columns in on Sherman 
to advance on Branchville, Columbia, and eventual y 
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on Raleigh; Schofield to be transferred from 
Tennessee to North Carolina, secure Wilmington and 
then occupy Goldsboro, in order to open a base of 
supplies for Sherman; Sheridan to move on 
Lynchburg; Thomas to move on Selma, sending a 
force of cavalry under General Stoneman 
towards Columbia, and Canby to take and occupy 
Mobile. 

Thomas’s movement, on account of his extreme 
slowness, failed; Schofield, however, occupied 
Wilmington on February 22, and Sherman advancing 
north on February i, after a march of 425 miles 
joined hands with Schofield at Goldsboro on March 23. 
Meanwhile Sheridan set out towards Staunton, 
annihilated the remnants of Earlfs army, occupied • 
Charlottesville, and then turning south rejoined the 
Army of the Potomac on March 19. 

Lee^s situation was now a desperate one. On 
February 19 he warned^®^ his Government that 
Richmond might have to be abandoned, and on 
March 23 hearing^®® from Johnston that Sherman 
had joined hands with Schofield, two days later, 
apparently to disengage himself, he assumed the 
offensive, attacked Fort Steadman and failed hope- 
lessly on account of faulty staff arrangements.^®® The 
initiative was now Grant’s absolutely, and not waiting 
for Sherman, who was unable to advance on the 
Roanoke River until April 10, Grant decided to strike, 
and on the 24th issued his orders. 

His plan was to hold the trenches north of the 
James with one corps— the Twenty-fifth; mass two, 
the Ninth and the Sixth in the Petersburg area ready 
to break the enemy’s front should Lee strip it; the 
remainder, in afi 66,000 men, preceded by Sheridan 
and 14^,000 cavalry, to move west and turn Lee's right 
flank.i»’ 
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Hearing .that Lee was concentrating on his right, in 
spite of the Tain which in many places had rendered 
the ground impassable for wheeled traffic, Grant, 
on the 30th, ordered Sheridan to seize the road 
junction at Five Forks. (See Map No. ii.) This he 
did on April i, decisively beating General Pickett. 
The result of this battle was that the South Side 
railroad was now at Grant’s mercy, consequently the 
fate of Petersburg was sealed. 

Learning of this success, in order to prevent a 
concentration against Sheridan, and to enable him to 
advance on the South Side railroad. Grant ordered 
an assault along the whole of the Petersburg front. 
This took place at 4 a.m. on April 2, the Confederate 
works west of Petersburg^®® being penetrated and 
Lee's army cut in two. All west of Lee's centre was now 
being driven by Sheridan beyond the Appomattox, 
and all east of it was forced into Petersburg by Grant 
wheeling his left flank inwards. Early on the 3rd 
Petersburg was occupied, and Richmond was at 
last in Federal hands. 

Correctly surmising that Lee would follow the 
Danville railroad in order to gain the Roanoke, 
Grant decided not to follow him and become involved 
with his rear guards, but instead to get ahead of him 
and intercept his line of retreat.^®* On the 3rd, 
before leaving Petersburg, Grant had written to 
Sheridan saying; “The first object of present move- 
ment will be to intercept Lee's army and the second 
to secure Burkesville”;^^® consequently Sheridan 
continued his movement westwards, intercepting 
Lee's retreat on Danville; whereupon Lee decided to 
march upon Farmville. He was now to all intents and 
purposes hemmed in; on his left wSs Sheridan and 
the Sixth Corps, on his right the Fifth Corps, and in 
rear of him the Second; nevertheless he pushed on, 
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deciding to cross to the left bank of the Appomattox 
Sit Farmville and gain Danville by the road leading 

through Appomattox Court House. 

On April 2 Lee had turned the head of his army 
towards Amelia Court House, his one idea now being 
to join up with Johnston. Not only was this, move 
weeks, if not months, too late, but as he advanced his 
half-starved army began to dissolve, men deserting by 
hundreds and thousands. Yet, on the ist, at Richmond, 
or within easy call of this city, were stored up 4,000,000 
rations of meat and 2,500,000 of bread, without 
counting considerable supplies of tea, coffee and 
sugar. Lee could have drawn on these immense 
supplies not only before the evacuation of Richmond 
but during it; this is made abundantly clear by 
Jefferson Davis; but he issued no orders concerning 
them, and when asked at what point on the railroad 
he would Uke supplies sent, he rephed “that^Ae 
military situation made it impossible to answer. 

The final dictum of history must be that whatever 
excellence Lee possessed as a strategist or as a tactician, 
he was the worst Quartermaster-General in history, 
and that, consequently, his strategy had no founda- 
tions, with the result that his tactics never once 
■ resulted in an overwhelming and decisive victory. 

As the Army of Northern Virginia straggled on- 
wards to its doom. Grant ordered the Second and 
Sixth Corps to move north of the Appomattox and 
press the enemy’s rear, while Sheridan, the Fifth 
and Ord’s “2 Corps, were directed on to Appomattox 
Station, as information had been received that 
Lee intended to resupply his army at that place. On 
the evening of the 8th Sheridan reached Appomattox 
Station^ from where he pushed Lee's advanced troop^ 
back towards the Court House. On the morning of 
the 9th Lee advanced to attack him, when Sheridan s 
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cavalry “parting to the right and left,” disclosed the 
Fifth and Ord’s Corps in line behind them. Simul- 
taneously the Second and Sixth Corps arrived in rear 
of Lee’s men. The white flag was then raised, and 
a little later, at McLean’s house, in “a naked little 
parlour containing a table and two or three chairs,” 
Robert E. Lee at the head of 7,892 infantry with arms, 
2,100 cavalry, 63 guns and not a single ration, 
surrendered to Ulysses S. Grant. 


CHAPTER VII 


THE TWO GENERALS 

Grant and Lee 

Comparisons are often waste of time, and more 
especially so when they are made out of place and 
out of date. Thus, to compare Alexander the Great 
with Napoleon would not be a profitable task, in 
spite of the fact that both were great generals, great 
conquerors and great autocrats; because the conditions 
in which they lived, thought and worked were so 
different. To compare Cromwell with George 
Washington would be still less profitable, though both 
were revolutionary leaders, and to compare Wellington 
with Edward III would border on the ridiculous, yet 
their tactical predilections were very similar. 

Grant we can, however, compare with Lee, and 
Lee with Grant; for though in so many ways these 
two men were different, they were of the same nation, 
they fought at the same date and in the same war; 
yet, in spite of these common links, they nevertheless 
were representatives of two diverging epochs, Lee 
belonging to the old agricultural age and Grant to 
the new industrial. The one was the expression of 
spiritual energy, the other of physical; and it is 
because of this difference in the intellectual and moral 
spheres in which- they were called upon to work, that 
a comparison between them is so interesting and 
instructive. 

Outwardly it would be impossible to discover men 
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SO different as Grant and Lee, yet inwardly they were 
very similar in type, endowed as they were with the 
same high principle of duty. Further, both possessed 
an indomitable resolution, high moral and physical 
courage and remarkable self-control in the face, of 
danger. Both may be called fatalists. Grant did not 
believe in chance, Lee with all his heart and soul 
■believed in God; and it is here, I think, in their 
moral and spiritual outlooks upon men, the affairs 
of men, and upon the world generally, that we can 
discover the one great difference which toned their 
sense of duty. To the one the good in mankind must 
ultimately triumph over the evil; to the other all 
triumph was of God, through God and by God. Both 
■ discovered that calmness of spirit which was the soul 
of their respective generalships, the pivot upon which 
they worked. To Lee, a rigid pivot which was beyond 
all rational control; to Grant, a rational one under 
ethical direction. To the first virtue was reflected 
from without, to the second it was generated from 
within. The one may be compared to a mirror which 
must be kept spotlessly clean, the other to a dynamo 
which must be well cared for. 

As is ever the case, the inner man, that personal 
factor which makes one man one thing and another 
man another thing, controlled all their actions, and 
was in consequence the mainspring of their differences, 
the workings of which were further set apart by their 
respective ages, for on the outbreak of the w^ar Lee 
» was 53 and Grant 39, and, as is normally the case, 

the older man was far less resilient to change and, 
consequently, far more fixed in his opinions. Both 
in a way started as amateurs, for though both had 
served in the Mexican War, the Civil War was 
something quite different. At Belmont, at Donelson 
and at Shiloh Grant’s mistakes were profound, but he 

243 


GRANTANDLEE 

did not repeat them; in his West Virginian Campaign 
Lee’s mistakes were equally profound, yet he learned 
nothing from them. Grant at Vicksburg is a totally 
different general from Grant at Belmont; but Lee 
at Gettysburg is the same man as Lee at Cheat 
mountain: there is the same lack of order, of combina- 
tion, of central control and of authority. Whilst Grant 
learned how to stamp his mind on his operations, , 
turning intellectual conceptions into co-ordinated 
actions, Lee merely continued to stamp his spirit on 
the hearts of his men. His outlook is complex, it is 
divided between his sense of duty and his sense of 
generalship. Providence and himself, the Government 
and himself, and himself and his subordinate com- 
manders. Grant’s outlook is simpler and, consequently, 
more all-embracing. He sees the war as a whole 
far more completely so than Lee ever saw it. His 
conceptions are simpler and less rigid; he is pre- 
eminently the grand-strategist, whilst Lee is pre- 
eminently the field strategian. His orders are simple, 
direct and unmistakable, Lee's more often than not 
are vague and frequently verbal. In the Official 
Records of the war it is conspicuous that no sooner is 
battle engaged than Lee's written orders cease. 

In the realm of popular opinion, and historical 
opinion also, Lee was an imaginative genius, endowed 
with that supreme gift of generalship, namely, of 
being able to creep into his adversary’s shoes and read 
his adversary’s mind. Yet I believe that Grant was 
right when he said: Lee was not a highly imaginative 
man. It is true he read McClellan like a book, and 
rightly gauged during the first two years of the war 
the nervousness of Washington. Yet when McClellan 
had gone, who in his opinion was the ablest Federal 
general who ever confronted him and “by all odds,” ^ 
this magic began to wane; had he read Burnside 
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aright he would have counter-attacked him at 
Fredericksburg, and had he read Hooker aright, on 
May I, 1863, his army would have been far more 
effectively distributed than it was to attack him. 

Then, in the last year of the war, Grant was largely 
an enigma to him, and his misreading of the spirit of 
the North is proved by the fact that he once again 
, attempted his now rusty sword-thrust of a raid down 
the Valley of Virginia. 

In my own opinion Lee never fathomed Grant. It is 
true that after the war he is reported to have said; “I 
have carefully searched the military records of both 
ancient and modern history, and have never found 
Grant’s superior as a general.” - On the face of it such 
research work is so at variance with Lee's normal 
behaviour, that I am convinced this statement is a 
fabrication. The reason he never understood Grant 
is best given by Colonel Bruce: 

“It has been said more than once that General Grant had not 
the gift of imagination. It is true that he had not that kind of 
imagination that sees an enemy where none exists; that multiplies 
by five the numbers of those who happen to be in his front; that 
discovers obstacles impossible to overcome whenever there is 
a necessity to act; that sees the road open and the way clear to 
victory when the foe is far away and not threatening; that 
conjures up, on his near approach, a multitude of impossible 
movements being made on the flanks and on the rear; that sets 
the brain of a commander into a whirl of doubt and uncertainty 
which generally ends in a hasty retreat or ignominious 
defeat. . . 

This type of emotional imagination Lee could grasp, 
but Grant was not of this type. 

“It was not through knowledge gained from books but through 
the gift of an historic imagination in part that he was enabled to 
see the true character of the great conflipt in which he was , 
engaged, its relation to the past and its bearing on the future; 
that enabled him to take in at a glance the whole field of the war, 
to form a correct opinion of every suggested and possible strategic 
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campaign, their logical order and sequence, their relative value 

and the interdependence of the one upon another; and finally 

at Appomattox, the moment Lee let drop his flag, to see that the 

end had come and the whole Southland was once more a part of a i 

common country and her conquered soldiers were again hig 

ountrymen.”® 

This type of imagination Lee could not understand, * i ' 

because he was not a highly imaginative man, and I : 

think that far too much has been made of his powers * J 

of intuition. Of Grant, Badeau says: “He often said ” 

of those opposed to him: T know exactly what that 
general will do’; T am glad such an one is in my 
front’; T would rather fight this one than another.’ ”* 

His insight of Floyd, Pillow, Buckner, Pemberton and i 

Bragg is quite as remarkable as Beds of McClellan, 

Pope, Burnside and Hooker; but the difference was 
this, that whilst Grant used his imagination as a : 

plummet line Lee used his as a trowel; Lee built his 
plans out of his intuitions, and time after time he 
failed because his intuition was at fault. Contempt for 
his enemy was the fruit of his imagination and not of 
his reason; and this contempt led him into the follies 
of Antietam and Gettysburg. Grant used his imagina- 
tion not to build his plans upon it, but to rectify them 
by it. All said and done, before the outbreak of the i 

war, the army being common to North and South, 
there is nothing remarkable in the fact that Lee under- 
stood McClellan, and Grant Pemberton. But whilst, in - i 

the Antietam campaign, Lee trusted this under- 
standing so implicitly that he did not hesitate to scatter 
his army, at Vicksburg, as we have seen, Grant F 

through an elaborate series of bluffs so played upon his 
adversary’s weaknesses, that he was eventually able 
to carry out a 'hazardous campaign in complete 
safety. *’When, having started for Gettysburg, Lee 
suddenly asked Davis to mobilize a new army under r 
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Beauregard to relieve the pressure on his own army by 
threatening Washington; Grant, before he advanced 
into the Wilderness, foresaw a possible move south of 
the river James and also the siege of Richmond. Lee 
lacked prevision, not only because he held his enemy 
in contempt, but because he had a horror of detail; 
Grant, from 1863 onwards;, never failed to exercise it. 
He was a man of thought, Lee was a man of impulse; 
yet his impulses were always rigid — the relief of 
Virginia. 


The Old and the New Tactics 

Before I outline in greater detail the generalship of 
these two men, I must hark back to the question of 
tactics which I examined in Chapter I; for it is 
through a failure to appreciate the changes in tlic art 
of war which took place during the middle of the 
last century that most historians of the Civil W’ar 
have gone astray. Unless these changes are fully 
realized, the stupendous task which confronted the 
North in its conquest of the South will be entirely 
overlooked and Grant’s generalship obscured, as it 
has been in most histories. 

This war opened with a clash between half-armed 
farmers and half-trained soldiers. From the first 
material resources preponderated in the North, and 
throughout the war were lacking in the South; 
consequently, had the rifle, the supreme weapon in 
this war, been more powerful in the attack than in tlic 
defence, there can be no question that the Confederacy 
would have been sooner crushed. This was, however, 
not so, for always and ever has the missile weapon 
excelled the shock weapon in the defence, and in this 
war it utterly outclassed it. Consequently, minor 
tactics were definitely against the Northern soldier. 
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because his major tactics demanded the ^offensive; 
for without the offensive the South could not be 
brought to heel. It was the problem which had 
faced the French in La Vendee and in the peninsula 
of Spain, which had faced Napoleon in Russia, and 
the British in South Africa during the Boer War of 
1899-1902. Not only was the Northern soldier, 
through force of circumstances, compelled to fight in 
his enemy^s country, but he was compelled to devas- 
tate it as well as conquer it, in order to protect himself 
against the bands of irregular troops which were met 
with here, there and everywhere. The importance of 
this problem and the difficulties it entailed can be 
best appreciated by the fact that all of Lee^s victories 
were gained in his own country, and that no single 
excursion into his enemy’s territories proved successful. 

I have examined this question fairly fully in my 
book The Generalship of Ulysses S, Grants in which I 
wrote: 

“In my opinion, few periods in military history have been so 
misunderstood as the one under review; and, consequently, few 
gcnerals-in-chief have suffered greater injustice than Grant. The 
reason for this misunderstanding is obvious, directly it is 
appreciated that the Civil War was the first of its kind; by which 
I do not mean that it was the first of all such wars, but the first 
of all modern wars; and though strategically it can be compared 
to wars which preceded it, tactically it can only be judged 
correctly by those which followed it. In fact a writer who 
possessed no knowledge of the tactics of previous wars, and some 
knowledge of tactics since 1865, could not possibly have displayed 
so intense an ignorance of the nature of the tactics of this war as 
has been done by so many of the learned yet purblind historians 
who have obscured the very nature of the war through excess of 
strategical knowledge and paucity of tactical understanding. 

“For instance, Ropes, and no man can doubt his knowledge or 
interest in the war, has but a faint idea of its tactical nature. 
To him there is no trace of Marlborough, Wellington or Napoleon 
in Grant’s last campaign — ‘its terrible, bloody battles, its 
encounters of every day ... the noble trees cut down by musket 
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bullets . . . xhe thousands of thousands of brave men slain and 
maimed, and,, above all, the indecisive results, amaze, terrify, 
repel, dishearten us.’ And again: ‘The experience of the Army 
of the Potomac in the campaign was in fact a new experience for 
soldiers. Sacrifices were demanded every day of the rank and file 
of the army which had hitherto been required only occasionally, 
and then only from those selected for some special post of honour 
or danger.’ These things he cannot understand: ‘To lie in a 
new-dug rifle-pit a hundred yards from the enemy for several 
days under constant fire is much like the experience of the 
engineer troops in a siege. To rush from this rifle-pit upon the 
enemy’s works is the act of a forlorn hope, whose gallant per- 
formance is the admiration of a storming column, itself selected 
for a special and dangerous service. But it is not every day that 
the sap is pushed forward or the breach assaulted.’® 

“Why cannot he understand them; why does he talk of Marl- 
borough and Wellington, of new experiences, of rifle-pits, pro- 
longed battles, siege-works and indecisive results? Because he does 
not understand that the rifle bullet has completely revolutionized 
tactics. His knowledge enables him to place his finger on the 
pulse of war, yet he cannot count its heart throbs, nor can he 
diagnose its fever. He is blind to the reality of rifle warfare; yet, 
though he wrote the above extracts in 1884, he was no blinder 
than the majority of generals of thirty years later, or many of 
to-day. The rifle bullet utterly changed tactics, and unless this 
is understood all knowledge is a blank, worse — a dangei*. 

“The 1864-1865 campaign in Virginia was the first of the 
modern campaigns; it initiated a tactical epoch, and did not 
even resemble the wars of ten years before its date. It was not 
a campaign of bayonets but of bullets. . . , On the battleiields 
of the Wilderness and of Spottsylvania the Confederate ordnance 
officers collected for recasting more than 120,000 pounds of 
lead,® and even if this amount represents a twentieth part of the 
-bullets fired, then, at two ounces apiece the number expended 
was 19,000,000. When did Marlborough, or Wellington, or 
Napoleon face such a hail of projectiles? 

“It was the bullet which created the trench and the rifle-pit; 
which killed the bayonet; which rendered useless the sw'ord; 
which chased away guns and horsemen; which, from May 5, 
1864, to April 9, 1865, held the contending forces in ‘constant 
close contact, with rare intervals of brief comparative repose,’^ 
and which prevented the rapid decisions of the battles? of' prc- 
cedingnenturies. In 1861-1865 the rifle bullet was the lord of the 
battlefield as was the machine gun bullet in 1914-1918,.”'^ 
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T his must be remembered, for otherwise it is futile 
to attempt to assess the generalship of Gfant or Lee. 
Neither of them understood the tactics of the bullet, 
or its influences upon former tactical conceptions, 
morale and tactical organization. Both were like 
children playing with a new and complicated toy, 
and seeing that, in 1914-1918, Marshal Foch® under- 
stood the bullet no better, it is a remarkable fact that 
Grant and Lee understood it as well as they did. This 
lack in the appreciation of the power of the rifle 
bullet has constituted the supreme tragedy of modern 
warfare, a drama of insanity in which millions have 
perished for a dream — the bayonet clinch, the flash of 
steel, the stab and the yell of victory.^® 


Generalship and Grand Strategy 

The correlation of all the forces of war and the 
resources of peace in accordance with the political 
object of the war is the main duty in grand strategy, 
a duty which in a democratic country must be 
divided between the head of the Government and 
the General-in-Chief. Without this correlation there 
can be no stable fulcrum whereon to move the lever 
of operations. The General-in- Cliief must not only 
be acquainted with the national policy, but what is 
still more important he must be in a position to suggest- 
modifications which are bound to arise during the 
war. His plans are based on this policy, and as they 
succeed, or fail, so must pohcy be modified. 

When the Civil War was declared, grand strategy 
was conspicuous through its absence. There was no 
co-ordination of •pohcy and plan in the North or in 
the South; all that existed was potential force on the 
one side and active ideahsm on the other, the one 
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directed towards conquest and the other towards 
resistance. The impulse of the North soon, however, 
began to centralize into a vague ill-constructed grand 
strategical basej because the ideal of union, the 
I necessity of conquest and command of the sea com- 

i pelled.co-ordination. In the South, from the beginning 

^ . to the end of the war, no such manifestation took 

I place; for State rights were antagonistic to unity; 

I fractionizing ideas, they led to a dispersion of force, 

the adoption of an all-round defence, and reliance 
upon European intervention. Whilst the North was 
compelled through force of circumstances to develop 
its resources, the South, relying on Europe for its 
, munitions of war, failed to do so; wdth the result, 

, , that more and more did Southern policy develop into 
a political game of chance, and this may clearly be 
seen from Jefferson Davis’s communications to 
Congress, which are devoted more largely to the 
subject of foreign recognition than to the war itself. 

As I have stated in the first chapter of this book, 
there were three sub-theatres of war, the economic, 
the political and the strategical. The importance of 
the first was at once recognized, but the North did 
not possess a sufficiency in naval power to carry out a 
complete blockade of the Southern ports; had it been 
able to do so, resistance w^ould have rapidly collapsed, 
in fact without European assistance it would have 
-been scarcely possible for the Confederacy to have 
maintained an organized army in the field. The 
importance of the second assumed an exaggerated 
form, overshadowing the first and the third, for the 
war rapidly developed into a contest between the tw'o 
capital cities. This undoubtedly took place because 
both Lincoln and Davis w'ere all but. totally ignorant 
of strategy. The result of this misdirection of force 
was that the blockade was not pushed to the full, and 
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that for nearly three years a series of disastrous battles 
was waged in the political theatre with ‘little or no 
reference to the strategical theatre. Under Halleck’s 
guidance, Lincoln was completely at sea; whilst 
Jefferson Davis was guided solely by his own military 
conceit, Lee exerting practically no influence whatso- 
ever on his strategy. Davis, as I have already shown, 
did not even understand what modern war entailed; 
he had no conception of the changes which industrial 
civilization had created in war and the methods of 
waging it. His military outlook was eighteenth 
century and not nineteenth century; it was in fact 
completely out of focus with reality. 

Lee, as I have shown, was no grand strategist, and, 
consequently, a most indifferent General-in-Chief, or • 
Chief of Staff, or adviser to his Government. His sole 
grand strategical work of importance was when he 
asked Colonel Marshall to prepare the draft of a bill 
“for raising an army by the direct agency of the 
Confederate Government,” in other words, con- 
scription; which measure “completely reversed the 
previous military legislation of the South.” Lee 
rightly considered that European intervention was 
more likely if the South were strong. “He thought,” 
writes Marshall, “that every other consideration 
should be regarded as subordinate to the great end 
of the public safety, and that since the whole duty 
of the nation would be war until independence should * 
be secured, the whole nation should for the time be 
converted into an army, the producers to feed and the 
soldiers to fight.” Conscription was adopted, but 
with so many restrictions as to be largely vitiated in 
value, and though Lee realized this, he never once 
demanded an amendment to the Act. 

That Lee could not see the grand strategical aspect 
would appear to be untrue, but that he could not 
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bring himself to insist upon its importance, I think, 
I have proved beyond a doubt. Marshall tells us that 
his object was to draw the war out to indefinite 
length. “The means to accomplish this end were to 
frustrate the enemy’s designs; to break up campaigns 
undertaken with vast expense and with confident 
assurance of success; to impress upon the minds of 
tjie Northern people the conviction that they must 
prepare for a protracted struggle, great sacrifice of 
life and treasure, with the possibility that all might 
at last be of no avail; and to accomplish this at the 
smallest cost to the Confederacy.”^® If this is so, then 
Lee^s campaigns into Maryland show his lack in 
realizing how this Fabian strategy should be accom- 
• plished; why did he undertake them? 

This question I have already answered: He was 
obsessed by Virginia and the moral aspect of war, the 
importance of the Federal capital casting a spell upon 
him. His one and only grand strategical principle was 
to terrify Washington. This would have been a 
perfectly sound object had his army been well 
administered and provided with a siege train, but 
without these two essentials it was really futile, and 
grew more and more so as the war was prolonged. 

According to Marshall, Lee favoured Virginia 
because of the importance of Washington^*; accord- 
ing to E. Townsend, because Virginia was his native 
'State*®; Grant, according to Sherman,*® held a 
similar view. Pollard hints at the same thing when 
he writes: “The fact was that, although many of 
General Lee's views were sound, yet, outside of the 
Army of Northern Virginia, and with reference to the 
general affairs of the Confederacy, his influence was 
negative and accomplished absohitely nothing.” 
Again: “His most notable defect was that he never 
had or conveyed any inspiration in the war.” Also 
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quoting from a Richmond paper, after the battle of 
the Wilderness: “‘When will he speak? Has 

he nothing to say? What does he think of our affairs? 
Should he speak, how the country would hang upon 
every word that fell from him!’ 

That Lee, though loyal to Virginia, was at- heart 
disloyal to the Confederacy, is absurd. But that Lee 
was so obsessed by Virginia that he considered it the 
most important area of the Confederacy to me is 
undoubted. To him the Confederacy was but the 
base of Virginia, not only because he was a Virginian, 
but because the only form of attack he really under- 
stood was the moral offensive, and Virginia enabled 
him to carry this out. Had the capital of the Union 
been situated in Kentucky, the Virginian within him • 
would not have prevented him carrying out a war of 
nerves in that State. 

At the beginning of the war he said to General 
Imboden: 

‘‘Our people are brave and enthusiastic and are united in 
defense of a just cause. I believe we can succeed in establishing 
our independence, if the people can be made to comprehend at 
the outset that they must endure a longer war and far greater 
privations than our forefathers in the Revolution of 1776. We 
will not succeed until the financial power of the North is broken. 

. . . The conflict will be mainly in Virginia. She will be the 
Flanders of America before this war is over and her people must 
be prepared for this. If they resolve at once to dedicate their 
lives and ail they possess to the cause of constitutional government * 
and Southern independence and to suffer without yielding as no 
other people have been called upon to suffer in modern times, we 
shall, with the blessing of God, succeed in the end; but when it 
will be no man can foretell. I wish I could talk to every man, 
woman and child in the South now and impress them with these 
views.” 

The fragedy i§ not Lee^s disloyalty, but his total 
inability to realize that the only way he could talk to 
the people of the Confederacy was through their 

254 


THE TWO GENERALS 

Governmeift. This he could not do, because it would 
have been ah infringement of the divine right of the 
Southern President to do as he pleased, and he 
believed in this right as fervently as a fanatical 
cavalier believed in the divine right of Charles I to 
rule, or misrule, England. “Of one thing I am 
certain,” wrote Jones, the diarist, in January, 1865, 
‘-‘that the people are capable of achieving inde- 
pendence, if they only had capable men in all depart- 
ments of the government.”^® Lee realized this as 
clearly as did Jones, but his sense of duty to God was 
such that he could not violate his trust in His divine 
power. It was not because Lee placed Virginia before 
the Confederacy that he failed to be a grand strategist, 

■ a true General-in-Chief, but because he placed his 
sense of duty to God before all things. 

Nevertheless, Lee did not want to serve outside 
Virginia; consciously, or unconsciously, he seems to 
have realized that he lacked the personality of a 
General-in-Chief, or else entirely failed to realize 
what such a Commander should do. In May, 1863, 
we find Jefferson Davis writing: “I note your request 
to be relieved of the command of the troops between 
the James River and the Cape Fear. This is one of 
the few instances in which I have found my thoughts 
running in the opposite direction from your own. It 
has several times occurred to me that it would be 
better for you to control all the operations of the 
Atlantic slope, and I must ask you to reconsider the 
matter.”®® Davis was undoubtedly right, but Lee 
could not tolerate the complexities of so extensive a 
command; his thoughts were always concentrated on 
Virginia, consequently he never fully realized the 
importance of Tennessee, or the strategic powef which 
resided in the size of the Confederacy. Not until 
Sherman was hammering at the back door of Rich- 
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mond did he begin to see the importance of the 
Western areas, and then, as we have seen, during 
the first three months of 1865 he could not decide 
whether to strike south until it was too late to do so. 

Taking no interest in politics, and holding the North 
in utter contempt, in place of assisting Southern -policy 
he unbalanced it. After the battle of Manassas, in 
1862, though it was strategically sound to move into 
Maryland, grand strategically it was fatal because 
policy was seeking peace with the North, and such a 
move could but rouse the North to increased effort. 
After Chancellorsville, the move into this same area 
was fatal, strategically because Grant’s grip on 
Vicksburg demanded that every possible man should 
be sent to Johnston's assistance, and grand strategically • 
because, once again as policy was seeking peace, the 
invasion of Maryland and beyond was the very worst 
means of gaining it. 

Turning to Grant we find a totally different 
picture. Though he did not become General-in-Chief 
until March, 1864, the entire series of his Western 
campaign shows a deep-rooted appreciation of grand 
strategy. Unlike Lee he did not start out on his career 
as a close adviser to his Government, but as an 
orderly room clerk with none too good a reputation, 
because after the Mexican War drink had broken him. 
Having already dealt fairly fully with his grand 
strategical evolution, all I will here do is to recapitulate ' 
its salient points. 

When at Cairo, in 1861, he at once saw the 
strategical importance of Paducah; after the capture 
of Donelson he saw the importance of the Mississippi, 
which led to his Vicksburg campaign, in which he 
gained control of this river. Immediately after the fall 
of Vicksburg he suggested®^ an expedition to capture 
Mobile, and why? So that from there operations 
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might be directed against the rear of Bragfs army at 
Chattanooga. He saw quite clearly that, whilst 
Chattanooga was the back door to Virginia, Mobile 
was the side door to Georgia, and that once in Federal 
hands a Confederate force at Chattanooga was 
threatened in rear and a Federal force advancing 
from this town south would have its right flank and 
then its rear protected. I have already quoted the 
plan he suggested to Halleck on December 7, 1863, 
here I will quote from his Memoirs, he says: “I had 
great hopes of having a campaign made against 
Mobile from the Gulf I expected after Atlanta fell 
to occupy that place permanently, and cut off Lee’s 
army from the West by way of the road running 
. through Augusta to Atlanta and thence south-west. 

I was preparing to hold Atlanta with a small garrison, 
and it was my expectation to push through to Mobile 
if that city was in our possession, if not, to Savannah; 
and in this manner to get possession of the only east 
and west railroad that would then be left to the 
enemy.” His whole idea was to operate against Lee’s 
communications, and once he had cut them make use 
of them in order to operate against Lee’s rear. This is 
shown quite clearly on the strategic map received by 
Sherman on April 2, and though the letter explaining 
it is lost, from Sherman’s reply and from Grant’s 
proposals to Halleck of December 7, it is clear that 
- Lee’s rear was his objective. 

Thus we see that whilst Grant’s outlook was general, 
embracing the whole theatre of war, his leading idea 
was single, namely, the destruction of the enemy’s 
main army. In comparison Lee’s outlook was local, 
he concentrated on a small corner of the entire 
theatre, his leading idea being to terrify the Northern ■* 

Government by making the politicians so nervous as 
to the safety of Washington, which at no time in the 
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war he was capable of besieging, that they would leave 
Richmond alone. Though he took no interest what- 
ever in politics, his object was a pohtical one because 
his outlook was non-strategic. True, he understood 
the strategy of Virginia, that is how to make use of 
its communications, but the strategy of the, entire 
theatre of war was all but a closed book to him. In 
spite of all his ability, his heroism and the heioic 
efforts of his army, because he would think and work 
in a corner, taking no notice of the whole, taking no^ 
interest in forming policy or in the economic side of 
the war, he was ultimately cornered and his cause 

lost. 

Generalship and Grand Tactics 

Whilst grand strategy is the correlation of the 
operations of war and the policy of the Government 
supported by the resources of the country, grand 
tactics may be defined as the organization and 
distribution of the fighting forces themselves in order 
to accomplish the grand strategical plan, or idea. The 
grand strategical object is the destruction of ^ the 
enemy’s policy, and whilst politically the decisive 
point is the will of the hostile nation, grand tactically 
it is the will of the enemy’s commander, According 
to Clausewitz, “There are three principal objects in 
carrying on war: 

“(fl) To conquer and destroy the enemy’s armed 
forces; 

'■‘(b) To get possession of the material elements of 
aggression, and of the other sources of existence of the 
hostile army; 

“(c) To gain public opinion.”^* 

The ’first is gained by destroying the enemy’s plan, 
the second by undermining his economic strength, 
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sign to all that ^ ^g con- 
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minor tactics. ^ the 

resources of ^e en 

plan, or ' j^J'^these to fruition through 

and minor ““2™| ™ The terms “major 

Sctira,”™hich is sometimes made use “t is no*“S 
tliin the errand tactics of a single battle. 

rbinaSn °f“arms, and no. the immediate cc- 

°CX”pS »t that the causes of the 

war demanded that the grand strategy ‘ .'°j. “ ^ 

Zuld be offensive, and that of the South defensne 
The one side had to press; the other— to rest . 
the opening of the war both '“es were tomlly 
nrenared to do so, and as is so often the case ■v^nt^ 
SZn is lacking, both fell into the common 
Zor of attacking before they were moraUy and 

economically ready to attack. ^ 

Of Clausewitz’s “three principal objects, the lust 
and the third were aimed at, whilst at the outset of 
' the war it was the second which was the all-impm tant 
one. Before moving on Washington, as the South 

half-heartedly wanted to do after &s ^ ^ 

BuU Run, and before moving on Richmond, as the 
Lrth attempted to do the following year the S^th 
should have made a far greater effort in the fortihcc - 
tion of such of its sea-ports conneefed to the mterioi 
by railway, and the North should have made a far 
gLter effort not merely in blockading them, but m 
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occupying them by concentrating its comparatively 
slender naval power against each one iu turn, and 
against Wilmington first. 

During i86i Lee was directly concerned with their 
defence, and after he was summoned to Richmond in 
March, 1862, though he did not lose sight of- their 
value, it is curious that he did not insist upon retaining 
them ’under his immediate command, for far more so. 
than Richmond did they constitute his main base of 
operations. 

With Grant it was otherwise, for though, until the 
spring of 1864, he was in no way directly concerned 
with the grand strategy, or grand tactics, of the war, 
from the occupation of Fort Donelson onwards his 
grand tactics were based on cutting off segrnent after 
segment of the Confederacy, and so restricting its 
resources, more so than in defeating his enemy’s 
armies. He saw clearly the economic value of gaming 
the Mississippi, and once gained he realized the value 
of occupying Mobile. Yet, though Mobile still held 
his gaze after he had become General-in-Chief, 
it is extraordinary that he did not insist upon the 
occupation of Wilmington before the Wilderness 
campaign opened, or, if time were too short for this, 
as soon as possible after it had opened, for this 
seaport was Lee^s supply base — it was the rail-head 
of the Confederacy. 

Though Grant, as General-in-Chief, does not seem 
to have realized the intimate connection between 
sea-power and land-power, he did realize that the 
grand tactical problem was primarily one of reducing 
the size of the theatre of war, whilst Lee failed to see 
that the grand tactical problem of the South was 
diametrically thd" opposite, and that, consequently, 
his object should have been to draw out the war to 
an indefinite length. This was not to be gained by 
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battles within his enemy’s country, 
fighting aggressive batfie 

but in place, to draw Aej^emy 

where a guerilla into a false position and 

and then to . offensive at a disadvantage, 

compel him to assum „eanired above all space to 
For s^ch grand fault of his that 

manoeuvre in, an & enemy’s frontier and 

•rrlrnr^rt:-. hat Vce could be 

generals excelled “’it is difficult who 

^ve attack, and rn to aspect n 

to admire most the 

■ &EasTastiS; and^^^^ 
Sertt n^riy! tS whihtV— 

luka and Corinth it was a rear a'h>ck 

"^bf-rTnan’s rear manoeuvre whicn dioUj^i 

' Meracy to collapse, a^dffi. 865^^^^ XchultS^^ 

S \SuJs TJ *e sante: Whilst 

nSaU^ evS; onfof his frontal attacks failed hts 
Ltflankin'T and rear attacks seldom were othci than 
astonishii^ly successful. It was tho rear Pope 

forced McClellan back from Richmond 1 

back from the Rappahannock and over the 1 otoniac, 
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and an outflanking attack which ruined Hooker at 
Chancellorsville . 

This does not mean that frontal attacks should be 
avoided, but that they should be mainly looked upon 
as holding attacks and not as decisive operations; as 
solid unshakable foundations, that is tactical bases 
of operation upon which to pivot outflanking move- 
ments. In fact the two are complementary, and 
whilst Lee seldom possessed a sufficiency of troops to 
combine them, and consequently was compelled to 
accept great risks. Grant never fully appreciated their 
interdependence, and this may clearly be seen in his 
overland campaign of 1864. It is true that time and 
again he succeeded in holding Lee and in turning his 
right flank; yet his idea was not so much to hold as 
to hit, manoeuvring being forced upon him after the 
hitting had failed. Whether Lee more fully appreciated 
this combination of “hinge and swing door” it is 
difficult to say; Gettysburg would seem to disprove 
it. One thing is, however, certain, namely, that whilst 
Grant fully recognised the importance of sieges, which 
are in fact nothing more than methodical holding 
operations, Lee never did. It is true that in resources 
the North was immeasurably superior to the South, 
but it is unbelievable that had Lee determined to 
equip his army with an efficient siege train he would 
have been unable to do so. In idea his attacks on the 
morale of Washington were sound enough, but not 
one of them could fully have succeeded without a 
siege train. Even had he won Antietam, or Gettys- 
burg, he would have been no better off than Hannibal 
was after Cannae, or Gustavus after Breitenfeld. 
Hannibal could not besiege Rome, Gustavus could 
not besiege Vienna, nor could after similar 
victories have taken and held Washington. 

As regards the actual distribution of forces in battle, 
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neaer Gran, nor showed s 

te was probably due to ^.e rifled 

rt tMs”«pect Chattanooga was undoubtedly 
musket. In this resp intended to 

Grant’s masterpiece, fo & distribution was so 

win this batde wtth h- “‘Ued, Hooker 

sound that, w en v.^nnd Bra<f<^’s left, which 

succeeded in X^fmre. Whilst 

enabled Thomas to break ^ ^ seldom 

offensive distribunom Jffed. his 

well organised and . fighting Grant 

defensive distributions eange 

of the weapons / Anna was masterly; 

for it enabled inm to pm the ^ 

inferior army m line e ^ inverted V forma- 
refusing its wings, eacr reserve for the other, 

r ’’tLrivfieLS'r^S. and had he 
reluld diis and had he r^dT^^ 

of organized gueiillas '■» daensi defensive 

ro.if:"chtitrn.rfqthe^^^^ 

policy the Confederacy could adopt, giand tactics 
Luld have been of a vastly higher order. 


Generalship and Field Strategy 

Field strategy is grand tactics, or major tactics, set 
in motion, and as this motion is maintained by supply, 
supply is no. only the f°"”dation of strategy^ bm t. 
constant end, for to maintain supply and “ ^ 

or cut off, supply are in themselves 1°^ “ 
of victory and defeat. Because of tms, field stialeg. 
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may be said to be woven on communications, not 
only roads, rivers and railways for troop movement 
but above all for supply movements; for without 
supplies an army is no more than an engine without 
fuel. For a time it may be kept working on rubbish, 
but only for a time. 

The protection of communications and the threaten- 
ing of them are the chief means of developing strategy, 
the object of which is not necessarily battle, but 
rather the disorganization of the enemy’s plan, 
either by battle or by manoeuvre. Generally speaking, 
the weaker side is compelled to develop an offensive 
strategy and a defensive tactics, and the stronger 
side the reverse. In both cases, however, supply 
remains the foundation of strategy. 

In this respect the first great difference between the 
strategy of Grant and Lee was, that whilst the former, 
after his victory at Donelson, never failed to base his 
strategy upon supply, more often than not the latter 
based his upon the search after supplies (notably 
during the Antietam and Gettysburg campaigns) and, 
consequently, suffered chronically from a shortage 
of supplies and a dispersion of forces. Adequate 
administration stabilized the strategy of the first, and 
inadequate administration unbalanced the strategy of 
the second of these generals. 

From supply, as the base of strategical action, I 
will turn to movement; for field strategy, as I have 
said earlier in this book, is largely concerned with 
protected movement, which does not mean tactical 
protection, but security gained through correct distri- 
bution, such as the influence of Jackson’s detachment 
in the Valley during McClellan’s Peninsula campaign, 
and of Butler’s army on Richmond during Grant’s 
Wilderness campaign. In both these operations the 
detachment had a distracting influence on the main 
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r and though Jackson's succeeded and 

r,Ss f55 through hi own incompetence, these 

jlSrstood die strategical importance of distrac- 
^ And whv^ Because both realized, as I have 
T™. totll.r decisive point is the tear of, he enensy s 

“^otected movement and distraction seldom lead to 
• • No nn1p<i<; the object is maintained, foi, 

wSTf it'S'discovered that the object of a 
• nnt the best one, any change in it will upset the 
nir n the maintenance of the object there can be 
ni doubt whatever that Grant ecUpsed ire, not only 
hpcause his army was stronger, but because it was a 
£ter organized"^ and supplied, and became by iiature 
these two men were very different. Whilst Oiani 
detested changing the central idea of 
and frequently showed a pertinacity which 
upon obstinacy, Lee was far nmre 
instinct a cautious soldier, as may be seen at i . - 

taT atl after the battle of the Wilderness lyhen 
suclssful success frequently upset htt eqt.ihb.mm 
leading him to substitute an offensive foi a da^nsne 
tactics, and so violate the grand 
which was to weary the North out and gam Eu^^ 
recognition. Not only were the Antietani and 
Gett^urg campaigns unsound grand strategically, 
but equally so from the point of view of held 
because they led to two wasteful battles hxcqiL l(>i 
the battle of Shiloh, which was not sought by Giant, 
though on account of his own lack of foresight it was 
thrust upon him, no single one of his battles was 
strategically wasteful, though at times his tactics were 

clumsy. . •* 1 

We see this again when we examine surprise, wiiicn 

is an important factor in strategy. Whilst Grant 
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educated his enemy into a sense of security,- as he did 
in his Vicksburg, in his Chattanooga and in his 
Overland Campaigns, Lee took advantage of his 
enemy’s lack of security, as at Manassas Junction and 
Chancellorsville. The one was a strategical diploma- 
tist, the other a strategical opportunist. Whilst 
Grant prepared his surprisals, such as turning Vicks- 
burg from Grand Gulf and crossing the James River 
in June 1864, by months and weeks of careful prepara- 
tion, Lee acted on the spur of the moment, and never 
once brought any one of his electrical manoeuvres 
to complete fruition, because he acted so impulsively 
as to be unprepared to take full advantage of them. 
The Seven Days’ Campaign ended in the disaster of 
Malvern Hill, the Second Manassas campaign in 
that of Antietam, and the Chancellorsville campaign 
led to Gettysburg. 

In the conception of a plan of campaign Lee was 
probably no whit inferior to Grant, but in execution 
there was a marked difference. For instance, com- 
pare the Seven Days’ Campaign and the Vicksburg 
Campaign. In both, the conceptions are masterly, 
but the one was carried out in complete confusion 
whilst the other was pre-eminently methodical. 
Though both were of different calibre, it should not 
be overlooked that Grant was working without a 
base, was strange to the country and had to supply 
his army by foraging; whilst Lee struck from a fortified 
area, was operating in his own country and could 
supply himself from Richmond. The fact is that 
whilst Grant’s strategy was progressive, Leis was 
spasmodic. Grant’s strategy at Vicksburg and after 
Cold Harbor was as brilliant as any strategical 
moves eyer accomplished by Lee, and both culminated 
in decisive successes — the fall of the fortress and the 
ending of the war. strokes flashed like lightning, 
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and resulted in much political thunder which has 
Lsed them even to-day to resound m the pages of 
history; but their effects however startling lacked 

niirDOse or perniRnonce. 

^ In audacity, which is the mainspring of strategy 
as it is of tactics, Lee has few equals. He once said to 
jy jj Hill' ”If you oan accomplish the object, any 
risk would be justifiable,”^® and on another occasion: 
“There is always hazard in military movements, 
but we must decide between the possible loss ol 
inaction and the risk of action,” which is only too 
true When he withdrew from Richmond and 
concentrated against Pope, when he moved Jackson 
on Manassas Junction, and when he divided his 
army at Chancellorsville and struck at Hookers 
right, he took risks which were justified by his weakness 
only; but when he accepted battle at Manassas, at 
Antietam, and sought battle at Gettysburg, he took 
risks which were unnecessary, because whilst weakness 
demands strategical audacity, it equally demands 
tactical caution. Whilst Grant’s determinatmn, 
which is a form of audacity, was best wdien situations 
were tactically at their worst, Lee's audacity was 
worst when situations strategically were at their best, 
and though the reasons for these characteristics must 
be sought for in the personality of these two men, the 
fact remains that Grant’s pugnacity fitted the geneial 
strategical situation — the conquest of the South, 
whilst Lee's audacity more than once accelerated 
rather than retarded this object. 


Generalship and Minor Tactics 

It is sometimes considered ^ and more so to-day 
than in former times, that tactics and more particn- 
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larly the tactical use of weapons in contra-distinction 
to that of arms, is no part of a General-in-Chief’s 
mental equipment. Such an assumption is untenable, 
and especially so during the warfare of the last 
eighty years in which one new weapon has succeeded 
another so rapidly that the tactical wood can barely 
be seen for its trees. If a General-in-Chief does not 
understand the limitations and powers of each 
weapon, it is totally impossible for him to combine 
them economically, that is to set them together in 
such an order that each will assist the other. 

As the outbreak of the Civil War coincided with 
the change over from smooth-bore weapons to 
rifled ones, ail generals of this period, and more 
especially those of professional armies, worked under 
quite exceptionally difficult circumstances; for the 
tactical knowledge they had absorbed before the 
war did not fit the majority of the weapons which 
were used during it. In this respect there is no 
difference between Grant and Lee; neither understood 
the full powers of the rifle or the rifled gun; neither 
introduced a single tactical innovation of importance, 
and though the rifle tactics of the South were superior 
to those of the North, whilst the artillery tactics of 
the North were superior to those of the South, these 
differences were due to circumstances outside general- 
ship. 

It is difficult to see how this could have been 
otherwise, for though the conflict had been boiling up 
for over a generation, its eruption came as a surprise to 
both sides, and so utterly unprepared were both, 
and so essential was it to raise and organize vast 
numbers of men that tactics went by the board, or 
rather., the old tactics were at once foisted onto the 
new weapons. 

Here we are confronted by a common and almost 
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universal error in the history of war, an error which 
has cost millions of lives and which has prolonged 
wars and rendered them unnecessarily brutal and 
destructive, for the longer they are waged the more 
animal do they become. This error is, that in war 
there -is so little time wherein to elaborate tactics, 
that though strategy and administration may be of a 
high order, tactics are normally of a low. Yet of all 
the problems of war that of tactics is the simplest, 
consisting as it does of almost a mathematical equation 
between the elements of protection, mobility and 
offensive power on the one side, and supply, ground 
and human nature on the other. If the powers of the 
percussion-capped rifle and those of the flintlock 
musket had been carefully examined, and the 
characteristics of these two weapons carefully com- 
pared, certain tactical differences would have been 
discovered, which when applied to the normal 
operations of war — attacking, defending, pursuing, 
retiring, etc., would have produced a series of clear 
sketches of what the fighting would be like. This was, 
however, not done, with the result that not only were 
the powers of the new weapons wasted, but time and 
again human life w'^as thrown away. 

Tactics are the cutting edge of strategy, the edge 
which chisels out the plan into an action; consequently 
the sharper this edge is the clearer cut wall be the 
result. 

Not understanding the powders of the rifle, the tactics 
of this war were not discovered through reflection, 
but through trial and error. Thus, over a year of 
bitter fighting was necessary to open the eyes of 
both sides to the fact that the trench w'as a by-product 
of the rifle bullet, and like so many by-prod ijct.s, as 
valuable as the product itself It is astonishing to find 
that Lee, an engineer officer, made no use of entrench- 
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merits at the battle of Antietam, and only less so 
Grant, who failed to construct them on^the field of 
Shiloh. Later on we find every position entrenched, 
even if it is to be held only for a few hours, until 
Grant and Lee become past-masters in the art of 
manoeuvring entrenchments; yet though both grasped 
their protective properties, neither fully grasped 
their influence on the attack; this brings me to the. 
much discussed problem of assaults. 

In the day of sword, axe and lance the attack and 
the assault coincided, all fighting being hand-to- 
hand. In the day of the flintlock musket they were 
separated by so short a distance — 30 to 100 paces—' 
that the bullet was subordinated to the bayonet. Next 
we come to the day of the muzzle-loading rifle with 
an effective range of from 300 to 500 paces; obviously 
the whole tactical situation has changed, for the 
effective zone of fire has been extended over five-fold. 
Consequently the attack has become five times as 
dangerous, and a successful assault five times as 
unlikely. Add entrenchments to this picture, that is 
entrench one side, the defenders; then, whilst the 
attacker must expose the whole of his body, the 
defender exposes but a quarter of his, consequently the 
assault becomes more difficult still, so difficult as to 
become unprofitable. 

What is the solution to this difficulty? It is to 
replace assaulting by holding, and to add manoeuvring 
to advancing. The attackers should advance close 
enough to the defenders to make it extremely 
dangerous for them to quit their trenches, whilst, under 
their fire, an outflanking manoeuvre is set in motion, 
which must now be carried out by infantry because 
cavalry are no longer sufficiently powerful to meet the 
rifle. 

The defender may, and will whenever possible, 
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take up a .position such as the summit of a ridge from 
which he can slip away, and behind which his reserves 
are immune from rifle and low angle artillery fire. 
Consequently, the attacker should be strongly sup- 
ported by howitzers, not only because these can 
search the rear slope of the enemy’s position and 
decimate his reserves, as well as make it difficult for 
him to retire from it, but because overhead fire can 
be maintained during the advance. Whilst the 
cannon using round-shot and ricochet fire was 
complementary to the musket, the howitzer using 
high-angle shell fire is complementary to the rifle. 
.Had this been grasped, the assault would have gained 
considerably in strength. It was not — neither Grant 
nor Lee appreciated the influence of the rifle upon the 
gun, with the result that throughout the war few 
efforts were made to overcome the tactical difficulties 
of the assault. The common solution was to pile up 
numbers; the result was the high casualties in most of 
the battles fought. 

Popularly, and what is far more reprehensible 
historically, Lee is supposed to have been an arch 
tactician whilst Grant was a tactical tiro; yet if we 
examine the attack tactics of these two generals, 
there is little to choose between them: Lee'’s assaults 
at Malvern Hill and Gettysburg are as hopeless as 
Grant’s at Vicksburg and Cold Harbor, and far more 
costly. At Malvern Hill Lee’s excuse was tiiat his 
enemy was demoralized, which was Grant’s excuse 
at Vicksburg. At Gettysburg and Cold Harbor 
ample time was given the defending side to entrench 
in, and in both cases artillery preparation heralded 
the assault, and most markedly so in the first of these 
battles. The results, however, were negligible, 
because low angle fire normally prohibits covering 
fire being maintained during the advance. When it 

271 


'' GRANT AND LEE 

was effective, notably in Upton’s assault on the 
Salient at Spottsylvania, on May lo, 1864,' the assault 
was successful. Other successful assaults, such as 
Smith’s at Donelson, Thomas’s at Missionary Ridge, 
and Hancock’s, on May 12, 1864, at Spottsylvania, 
were due to special circumstances. In the first. ^ the 
Confederates were exceptionally weak and surprised, 
in the second. Hooker’s outflanking movement was 
felt before the assault took place, and in the thiid 
Hancock’s assault, delivered in twilight, came as a 
surprise. On the whole, very few direct assaults 
proved successfulj in fact, as I have already stated, 
less than one in eight. In my own opinion the only, 
justification for those, which had they succeeded 
might have led to the shortening of the war — ^such as 
Lee’s assault at Gettysburg and Grant’s at Cold 
Harbor — ^was that two men died in the hospitals to 
every one killed in the field 5 ^ ’ consequently , during the 
war sickness was twice as destructive of life as bullets 
and shells. 

To turn from assaults to losses, there is nothing 
whatever to justify the common opinion that Grant 
wantonly sacrificed the lives of his men. It is tiue 
that during the last year of the war his losses were 
heavy, but it must be remembered that his efforts 
were continuous in order to prevent the Richmond 
Government from reinforcing Johnston. The following 
percentages®® of losses are instructive, they speak for 
themselves: 
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Federal 

Confederate 

Battle 

Date 

Losses per 
100 

Losses per 
200 

Fort Donclson 

Shiloh 
• Corinth 

Champion’s Hill . . 
Vicksburg .. 

Chattanooga 

Feb. i2-i 6, 1862 
April 6-7, 1862 
Oct. 3-4, 1862 
May 16, 1863 

May 22, 1863 

Nov. 23-25, 1863 

9.6 

16.2 

10.4 

7.6 

6.7 

9'7 

9 -S 

24.1 

1 1.2 

10.9 

5*5 


« 

LEE, 1862-53 





Federal 

Confederate 

Battle 

Date 

Losses per 
100 

Losses per 
!00 

Mcchanicsville 

June 26, 1862 

1.6 

9.! 

Gaines’s Mill 

Peach Orchard and Mai- 

June 27, 1862 

ii.7 

^ 5-3 

9.9 

vern Hill . . 

June 29-July 1, 
1862 

€.0 

Seven Days’ Battle. . 

June 25~July i, 
1862 1 

1 10.7 1 

20.7 

Manassas and Chantilly . . 

Aug, 27~Scpt. 2, : 

1862 

13.2 1 

1 18,7 

I 

South Mountain , . 

Sept, 14, 1862 

6.8 

i 10.5 

j 1*” 

Antictam * 

Sept. 16-17, 1862 i 

^ 5-5 

! 22.0 

Fredericksburg 

Dec. 13, 1862 ’ 

10.3 

64 

ChancellorsviHe 

May 1-4, 1863 

1 1.4 

1 18.7 

Gettysburg . . 

July 1-3, 1863 

20,0 

! 30-1 


From these two tables we learn the following: in 
Grant’s six battles, the average percentage ot men 
hit, that is killed and wounded, was 10.03 cent., 
and in L^e's ten the average was 16.20 per cent. 

I will now turn to the battles fought between 
Grant and Lee in 1864-65: 
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Battle 

Date 

Grant 

Lee 

Wilderness and Spottsylvania 

May 5-12, 1864 

29-6 

— 

Gold Harbor 

June I“3 j 1864 

II. 1 

— 

The Mine , . 

July 30, 1864 

13.8 


Deep Bottom 

Aug. 14-19, 1864 

7.8 


Weldon R.R 

Aug. 18-21, 1864 

6.4 

8.1 

Boydton Plank Road 

Oct. 27-28, 1864 

2.8 


Hatcher’s Run 

Feb. 5-7, 1865 

3*9 

— 

Appomattox Campaign . . 

March 29-April 5, 
1865 

8.0 



As no accurate figures exist for Lee's losses- they 
cannot be given, which in itself shows the indifferent 
staff work in his army, but as regards Grant’s, his 
average loss in these eight battles was 10.42 per cent., 
which compares closely with his average during 
1862-63, 2.nd is still considerably lower than Lee's 
during the same period. Of forty-six battles, great 
and small, tabulated by Livermore in Numbers and 
Losses, in which casualties for both sides are given, 
the Federal losses work out at 1 1 .07 per cent., and the 
Confederate at 12.25 cent.; both of which figures 
are higher than Grant’s total average of 10.225 
cent., and decidedly below Lee's average of 16.20 per 
cent., for the years 1862-63, in spite of the fact that 
they include his losses. That Grant’s casualties were 
abnormally high is thus proved a myth, and one of 
the most persistent in the history of this war. It 
may, however, be said that as the Federals were 
generally numerically superior to the Confederates 
these percentages are misleading. As to this I do not 
agree, because the Federals were normally the 
attackers, and it is a well known fact that the attacker 
loses much more heavily than the defender, and out 
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of all proportion when the defender is entrenched. 
This can be seen quite clearly in the above tables. 

I have already mentioned that lack in the apprecia- 
tion of the powers of the rifle threw out of focus the 
true use of artillery, the object of which was either to 
assist or resist the infantry attack far more so than the 
assault, as the assault was becoming increasingly less 
profltable. With cavalry it was the same; in the 
assault they had no place, and on account of the 
increased range of the rifle their employment in the 
attack became more and more difficult. At the 
opening of the war the higher efficiency of the Confe- 
derate cavalry, especially in reconnoitring, was one 
of the 'main factors in the Southern successes. Yet 
.neither Grant nor Lee seems to have realized that, 
on account of the rifle, reconnaissance was now their 
main role. In the Wilderness campaign, as we have 
seen, with some justification Grant detached nearly 
the whole of his cavalry under Sheridan to strike at 
Zee’s communications. Again at the very end, wffien 
about to move on Five Forks, his first idea was for 
Sheridan to “cut loose and push for the Danville 
Road,” attack Zee’s communications and then 
join up with Sherman. Had he done so, it is not 
unlikely that Zee with part of his army ■w'ould have 
escaped. 

Zee’s error in the use of cavalry was more accen- 
tuated. Before the opening of the Seven Days’ Battle 
his instructions to Stuart were admirable; but when, 
on June 28, he sent this general with the whole of his 
cavalry to break up the York River railroad he 
unintentionally blinded himself, and he committed 
the same error, as we have seen, during the Gettys- 
burg campaign. 

The reason for these constant detachments of large 
forces of cavalry was the inability of cavalry to take 
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part in battles pivoted upon assaults; this led to a 
doubt as how to use this arm. For so long in the past 
had cavalry been employed offensively that generals 
overlooked the fact that in a rifle war they had lost 
most of their offensive power, and realizing that they 
could no longer order them to strike the enemy in 
position, they ordered them to strike at his communica- 
tions. To strike at communications is a sound opera- 
tion of war, but for it to become fully effective it is 
first necessary to pin down the enemy who is making 
use of these communications, and before this can be 
done the enemy’s position must be uncovered. 
Therefore, the first duty of cavalry is to assist the 
other arms in finding the enemy, that is recoimais- 
sance, and when found, the second is to strike his. 
communications at a point sufficiently near to his front 
as to cause him immediate and not “distant” anxiety; 
for such operations should aim at disorganizing as 
well as demoralizing the enemy. If close, they distract 
his attention, for they induce the enemy to weaken 
his front in order to protect his rear. And though 
always perturbing, the more distant they are the less 
distracting are they likely to be, and the less can they 
be supported by the other arms. The rear attack is 
an essential operation of war, but most of the cavalry 
operations in this war were not true rear attacks, 
in place — rear raids. 

On this subject General Wilson’s views are well 
worth quoting, for he was one of Sheridan’s ablest 
subordinates, he says: 

“To make a proper use of cavalry, you must get it into such a 
position that it can assail the flank or rear of an enemy, or 
operate upon his communications with effect. If I were called 
upon to command a force of 60,000 men, with authority to 
organize it as I pleased, I would have at least 20,000 on horse- 
back. By using the mounted force to assail the flank and rear of 
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the enemy, I should expect to conduct a more successful campaign 
^.han could be done by any other possible means in these days. 
The scattering of cavalry promiscuously along the front of an 
army is no longer necessary. Of course you must use cavalry to 
find out where the enemy is, and to gain early information of his 
movements, but a few squadrons can do it as well as a whole 
division, . . . With good cavalry, acting in conjunction with 
good infantry, you can accomplish almost anything in modern 
warfare. It is simply marvellous what can be done with men who 
are properly mounted. You can get them onto the flank and rear 
of the enemy every time.”*® 

Throughout this war combined tactics were at a 
discount, because the full powers of the rifle were not 
fiilly appreciated; consequently, the inter-relationship 
of the» three arms, infantry, artillery and cavalry, 
was not understood. Each weapon influences the use 
of all other weapons, and no improved weapon can 
be introduced without changing not only its old tactics 
but the tactics of all the other arms. This is a lesson 
little appreciated by both Grant and Lee. 

Generalship 

“War,” writes Clausewitz, “is the province of 
chance”;*^ it would have been more accurate, I 
think, had he written of “probabilities”, for war is 
but an extended form of peace, and even in an 
anarchical society peace is more than a haphazard 
way of living. As in peace time probabilities are 
qontrolled for better or worse by statesmanship, so 
in war time are they controlled by generalship, which 
is nothing more than statesmanship under increased 
difficulties. As in peace time the abutments of states- 
manship are authority and liberty, so likewise in war 
time are they of generalship; for an army, like a 
nation, must know how to obey and yet be able to 
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adapt itself to its environment, therefore obedience 
must not cramp its initiative. As in civil wars the 
' cause of the conflict is the desire to overthrow, or 
modify, authority, the generalship of the rebellious 
side is generally the more difficult though frequently 
the more brilliant. It is not bound by authority, yet 
unless it can establish authority, its cause is generally 
doomed. 

In this American civil war, Grant stood for authority 
and Lee for liberty, neither were autocrats, but the 
servants of democratic governments. And of the two 
Lee’s problem was the more difficult, for in order to 
win the war it was essential that he should exert hk 
authority if only to establish a workable policy, and 
this he never did. Grant, on the other hand, had- 
to gain that freedom of control which would enable 
him to mould the policy of his Government into 
strategical form; this, thanks to the good will of 
Lincoln, he was able to do. In both cases the deciding 
factor was personality. Lee could not impose his will 
upon Davis, and though Grant never attempted to 
impose his on Lincoln, his quiet unostentatious self- 
reliance and common sense imposed it for him. In 
Le^s place it is unlikely that he would have done 
much better than Lee; for neither he nor Lee was a 
true revolutionary general. Yet I much doubt 
whether in Grant’s place Lee would have done half 
as well as Grant, for his outlook on war was narrow 
and restricted, and he possessed neither the character 
nor the personality of a Generai-in-Ghief. 

Of generalship in the field Napoleon once said: 

“The first quality of a General-in-Cliief is to have a cool head 
which receives exact impressions of things, which never gets 
heated, which never allows itself to be dazzled, or intoxicated, 
by good or bad news. The successive or simultaneous sensations 
which he receives in the com'se of a day must be classified, and 
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must occupy the correct places they merit to fill, because common 
sense and reason are the results of the comparison of a number 
of sensations each equally well considered. There are certain 
men who, on account of their moral and physical constitution, 
paint mental pictures out of everything: however exalted be their 
reason, their will, their courage, and whatever good qualities 
they may possess, nature has not fitted them to command armies, 
nor to direct great operations of war.”®* 

There can be no doubt whatsoever that both Grant 
and Lee did possess this first quality of generalship — 
self-command; but the remainder of Napoleon’s 
description is far more applicable to the former than 
to the latter, because Lee, relying on intuition more 
> than on reflection, was frequently misled by his 
assumptions, and particularly so as regards the 
morale of his enemy and the patriotism of the North. 

“In war,” writes Clausewitz, “it is only by means 
of a great directing spirit that we can expect the full 
power latent in the troops to be developed.” 
Intellectually Grant possessed such a spirit, in I^e 
this spirit was moral; the one relied upon strategy, 
the other upon sublimity; the one was the brain of 
his army, the other its soul. The one calculated and 
directed, the other impressed and compelled. Robert 
Jackson, one of the profoundest of military writers, 
once said: “Fear and love are coverings, behind them 
must lurk the spirit of genius which cannot be 
fathomed, for whether a commander be kind or 
severe, he cannot be great and prominent in the eye 
of the army unless he be admired for something 
unknown. It is thus that troops can only be properly 
animated by the superior and impenetrable genius 
of a commander, whose character stands before the 
army as a mirror, fixing the regards while it is bright 
and impenetrable, losing its virtue when the surface 
is soiled and softened so as to receive an impression. 
That a commander be a mirror, capable of animating 
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an army, he must be impenetrable, but he.cannot be 
impenetrable without possessing original genius. An 
original genius does not know his own powers. It 
thus commands attention, and it gives a covering of 
protection, in reality or idea, which proves a securit)’ 
against the impressions of fear.”®* 

That Grant and Lee did possess such genius in 
totally different forms is beyond question, and tha 
neither was aware of it, and hence its mysterious 
driving force, I think is also beyond doubt. One 
thing is, however, certain, few generals in history ana 
none so submissive as X(?^, have been able to animate 
an army as his self-sacrificing idealism animated the. 
Army of Northern Virginia. To find a comparison 
we must go back to the days of the saints. 

Of the general, Clausewitz says: “Ordinary men 
who follow the suggestion of others become . . . 
generally undecided on the spot; they think that they 
have found circumstances different from what they 
had expected, and this view gains strength by their 
again yielding to the suggestions of others. But even 
the man who has made his own plans, when he 
comes to see things with his own eyes, will often think 
he has done wrong ... his first conviction will in 
the end prove true, when the foregroimd scenery, 
which fate has pushed on to the stage of war, with 
its accompaniments of terrific objects is drawn aside 
and the horizon extended. This is one of the great 
chasms which separate conception from execution.”®® 
Glausewitz is undoubtedly right, for probably the 
commonest error in generalship is indecision, that is 
lack of faith in one’s plan. Here Grant and Lee stand 
out as examples of extraordinary men. Grant’s 
resolution knew no limit; Lee’s faith in God knew no 
bounds. Both were men of first convictions, that is to 
say, once they had made up their minds there was no 
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. . . such was the lightning which fired,, the Army 
of the Potomac and the Army of Northern Virginia, 

, Only in recent years, and I think quite unnecessarily 
so, have Generals-in-Chief, forgetting the virtue of 
courage, hidden themselves away in back areas to 
plot and to plan, and by not risking their . lives, 
however precious they may be, have foresworn the 
valour of dying and so broken that magic link which 
connects the heart of the general to the hearts of his 
men. 

Without personal leadership there can be no full 
manifestation of personality. Napoleon realized this 
when he said: “The personality of the general is. 
indispensable, he is the head, he is the all of an 
army. The Gauls were not conquered by the Roman 
legions, but by Caesar. It was not before the Cartha- 
ginian soldiers that Rome was made to tremble, 
but before Hannibal. It was not the Macedonian 
phalanx which penetrated to India, but Alexander. 
It was not the French Army which reached the 
Weser and the Inn, it was Turenne. Prussia was not 
defended for seven years against the three most 
formidable European Powers by the Prussian soldiers, 
but by Frederick the Great.”®® In a similar strain 
Robert Jackson writes: “Of the conquerors and 
eminent military characters who have at different 
times astonished the world, Alexander the Great 
and Charles the Twelfth of Sweden are two of the 
most singular; the latter of whom was the most 
heroic and the most extraordinary man of whom 
history has left any record. An army which had 
Alexander or Charles in its eye was different from 
itself in its simple nature, it imbibed a share of their 
spirit, V became insensible of danger, and heroic in 
the extreme.”®® 

Whether he be a subordinate general or the General- 
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in-Chiei, * without the personal contact of the com- 
mander with his men such enthusiasm cannot be 
fired and such heroism created; for as Thomas. 
Carlyle says, heroism is “the divine relation . . . 
which in all times unites a Great Man to other men.” 

This heroism, whether in peace or war, is the 
sheet-anchor of a people. Grant and Lee possessed it, 
as Washington possessed it, not only upon the summits 
of battle but in the vales of peaceful life. Hence, it 
seems to me, th^t I can find no better words where- 
with to conclude this study of generalship than those 
of General Gordon when he wrote:*® 

“The strong and salutary characteristics of both Lee and 
Grant should live in history as an inspiration to 
coming generations. Posterity will find nobler 
and more wholesome incentives in their 
high attributes as men than in 
their brilliant careers 
as warriors.” 

FINIS 
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APPENDIX 


BATTLES, NUMBERS AND LOSSES 

Battles marked with an asterisk refer to Colonel 
Livermore’s Numbers and Losses in the Civil War in 
Ainerica, 1861-65. Losses, etc., in other battles are 
taken from various sources and in some cases are 
estimated. Few things are more difficult in this war 
than to arrive at correct figures, and more especially 
so in the Confederate Army. Certain discrepancies 
will be noticed between strengths given in this table 
and in the text; these are due to differences in reckon- 
ing: in some cases “present for duty” is taken and in 
other cases “effectives” only. In actual fact it is 
impossible to disentangle these figures. 
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